on Appropriations.
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By Mr. FREE: Joint resolution (. J. Res, 834) to amend
section 2 of the public resolution entitled “ Joint resolution to
authorize the operation of Government-owned radio stations for
the use of the general publie, and for other purposes,” approved
April 14, 1922; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Resolution (H. Res. 418)
for the consideration of H. R. 11796, a bill to provide for the
deportation of certain aliens, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules.

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorlal of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Nevada, favoring an appropriation being
made for the constructlon of the Spanish Springs extension to
the Newlands project; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. RICHARDS: Memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Nevada, petitioning Congress for the passage of the
Gooding bill, designated as 8. 2327 ; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Nevada,
petitioning Congress to the effect that Congress give its ap-
proval to the Spanish Springs appropriation; to the Committee

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Inder clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CHINDBLOM : A bill (H. R. 11981) for the relief of
Thomas A. Moore; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. COLE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 11982) granting an in®
erease of pension to Isabell Cory; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11983) granting an increase of pension to
Lovina E. Willoughby ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 11984) grant-
ing a pension to Mary Jane Trinkle; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LANGLEY : A bill (H. BR. 11985) granting an increase
of pension to William Cunagim ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, LINDSAY: A bill (H. R. 11986) for the relief of
Abraham Nachmann; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 11987) granting an in-
crease of pension to Elizabeth M. Kerr; to the Commitiee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MOREHEAD: A blll (H. R. 11988) granting an in-
crease of pension to James A. Galloway; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 11989) granting an in-
crease of pension to Mary C. Parker ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. RAGON: A bill (H, R. 11990) permitting the sale of
the northwest quarter of the northeast quarter, section 5, town-
ship 6 north, range 15 west, 40 acres, in Conway County, Ark.,
to Luvenie Reece, Abraham Reece, Correne Reece, Powell
Reece, Arlington Reece, Brvee Reece, Mayola Reece, Usieus
Reece, Odessa Reece, and Jessie Reece, heirs of M. C. Reece;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. RUBEY: A bill (H. R. 11991) for the relief of
Morgan L. Atchley; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SHREVE: A bill (H. R. 11992) for the relief of
Willard II. Shedd; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SPEAKS: A bill (H. BR. 11993) granting a pension
to Amelia A. Keith; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R, 11994) granting a pension
to Lydia J. Ilall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 11995) for
tht? {ellef of Silas L. Lawson; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. WOODRUFF: A bill (H. R. 11996) granting a pen-
;ion\stu Supremia Gatehouse; to the Committee on Invalid

ensions.

PETITIONS, ETOC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’'s desk and referred as follows:

3509, By Mr. BERGER : Petition of residents of West Allis,
Wis., and Milwaukee, Wis., opposing the enactment of Senate bill
3218, providing for compulsory Sunday observance in the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

3570. Also, petition of residents of Milwaukee, Wis., oppos-
ing the enactment of Senate bill 3218, compulsory Sunday ob-
servance bill; to the Cominittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

3571. Also, petition of 900 residents of Milwaukee, Wis., op-
posing the enactment of Senate bill 3218, compulsory Sunday
observance bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

8572, Also, memorial of the Federated Trades Council of Mil-
waukee, Wis,, opposing the enactment of Senate bill 3218, com-
pulsory Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia,

8573. Also, petition of Hugh J. McGrath Camp, No. 4, United
Spanish War Veterans, Milwaukee, Wis., urging the enactment:
of House bill 5934, to pension soldiers and sailors of the war
with Bpain, the Philippine insurrection, and the China relief
expedition; to the Committee on Pensions.

3574. By Mr. OULLEN: Petition of Indian relief committee
of Minneapolis, urging the Congress to act with favor and
prompiness upon the bill now pending for the relief of the
Chippewa Indians of Minnesota out of funds now held by the
Government belonging to those Indians; fo the Committee on
Indlan Affairs.

35675. By Mr. DAVEY : Petition of 37 residents of Ravenna,
Ohio, protesting against the proposed compulsory Sunday ob-
servance bill (8. 3218) or any other religious legislation which
may be pending in Congress; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

3576. By Mr. HUDSON : Petition of the Real Estate Board
of the city of Pontiac, Mich., protesting against the so-called
rent bill (H. R. 11708) ; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

3577. By Mr. SWING: Petition of residents of Anaheim,
Calif., protesting against compulsory Sunday observance legis-
lation ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

3578, By Mr. TILLMAN: Petition of G. BE. Norwood and
others, all of Fayetteville, Ark., opposing the enactment of com-
pulsory Sunday observance legislation; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

SENATE
WeoxNespay, January 28, 19256
(Legislative day of Monday, January 26, 1925)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate will receive a
message from the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FEOM THE HOUBE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Farrell,
one of its clerks, announced that the House had disagreed to
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 518) to an-
thorize and direct the Secretary of War, for national defense
in time of war and for the production of fertilizers and other
useful products in time of peace, to sell to Henry Ford, or a
corporation to be incorporated'by him, nitrate plant No. 1, at
Sheffield, Ala.; nitrate plant No. 2, at Muscle Shoals, Ala.;
Waco Quarry, near Russellville, Ala.; steam power plant to
be located and constructed at or mear, Lock and Dam No. 17
on the Black Warrior River, Ala,, with right of way and trans-
mission line to nitrate plant No. 2, Muscle Shoals, Ala.; and
to lease to Henry Ford, or a corporation to be incorporated by
him, Dam No, 2 and Dam No. 3 (as designated in H. Doc. No.
1262, 64th Cong., 1st sess.), including power stations when con-
structed as provided hereln, and for other purposes, requested
a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. McKenzig, Mr. MoriN, and
Mr, Quin were appointed managers on the part of the House
at the conference,

The message also announced that the House had agreed to
the concurrent resolution (8. Con. Res. 27) requesting the
President to return to the Senate the bill (8. 3622) granting
the consent of Congress to the Lounisiana Highway Commission
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Bayou
Bartholomew at each of the following-named points in More-
house Parish, La.; Vester Ferry, Ward Ferry, and Zachery
Ferry.

The message further announced that the House had passed
a bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations for the Departments
of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the De-
partments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year endin
June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, in which it request
the concurrence of the Senate.

ENBOLLED BILLS BIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills:

S.61. An act for the relief of the owner of the schooner
Itasca;
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§.1199. An act authorizing the appointment of William
Schuyler Woodruff as an Infantry officer, United States Army;

§.1665. An act to provide for the payment of one-half the
cost of the construction of a bridge across the San Juan River,
N. Mex, ; and

§.2148. An act to empower certain officers, agents, or em-
ployees of the Department of Agriculture to administer and
take oaths, affirmations, and afiidavits in certain cases, and
for other purposes,

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will call the
roll.

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Ernst Kendrick Ransdell
Rall Fernald Keyes Reed, Pa.
Bayard Ferris King Sheppard
Bingham Fess McCormick Shields
Borah Fletcher AMcKellar Bhipstead
Brookhart Frazier McKinley Simmons
Eroussard George l!cI{ean Smith
Bruce Gerry McNa Smoot
Bursum Glass Mayfield Stanifleld
Cameron - Gooding Moses Sterling
Capper Greene Neely Swanson
Caraway Hale Norbeck t[:rammell
Copeland Harreld Norris U pderwocd
Couzens Harris Oddie “'adsworth
Cummins Heflin Overman “‘nlsh, Mass.
Curtis Howell wen Warren
Dale Johnson, Calif,  Pepper Watson
Din Johnson, Minn.  Phipps Weller
Edge Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Wheeler
Edwards Jones, Wash. Ralston Willis

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Joxes of Washington in
the chair). Eighty Senators have answered to their names.
A quorum is present.

PETITION AND MEMORIAL

Mr. WILLIS presented resolutions of the Cleveland (Ohio)
Dar Association, favoring the passage of legislation granting
inereased compensation to Federal judges, which were referred
to the Committee on the Jundiciary.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Ravenna,
Cuyahoga Falls, and Kent, all in the State of Ohio, remonstrat-
ing against the passage of legislation providing for compulsory
Sunday observance in the District of Columbia, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

BILLB AND JOINT REEOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. EDGE: .

A bill (8. 4110) granting a pension te Bud Evering; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BALL:

A bill (8. 4111) to provide for the elimination of Lamond
grade crossing in the District of Columbia, and for the exten-
sion of Van Buren Street; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. WELLER:

A bill (8. 4112) for the relief of the Sanford & Brooks Co.
(Ine.) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BURSUM:

A bill (8. 4118) granting a pension to Anna M. Benham;

A bill (8. 4114) granting a pension to Mary BE. Harris;

A bill (8. 4115) granting a pension to Anna M, E. Purse;

A bill (8. 4116) granting a pension to Anna K. Brown;

A bill (8. 4117) granting w« pension to Gavino Bernal ;

A bill (8. 4118) granting a pension to Mary J. Wells; and

A bill (8. 4119) granting an increase of pension to Maria
Rosario Maxsam; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. RANSDELL: ;

A bill (8. 4120) to promote the production of sulphur upon
the public domain; to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

By Mr. WALSH of Montana:

A Bill (8. 4121) for the relief of Nick Masonich, Isaia Fabbro,
and John Disarri; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WADSWORTH :

A Dbill (8. 4123) to authorize the Secretary of War to secure
for the United States title to certain private lands, now used
as an Artillery range, adjoining Schofield Barracks, Hawali ;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. McCORMICK :

A bill (8. 4124) for the relief of Mary Davis; to the Com-
mittee on Claims. *

By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 4125) to regulate the interstate transportation of
black bass, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Infer-
state Commerce,

By Mr. WILLIS:

A bill (8., 4126) legalizing certain taxes imposed by the
Philippine Legislature; to the Committee on Territories and
Insular Possessions,

By Mr. KING:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 176) for the creation of a
city planning commission for the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL CREDITS ACT OF 1923

Mr, McLLEAN. Mr. President, T introduce a hill and ask for
its reference to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

I want to say with regard to this bill that I introduce it at
the instance of the Agricultural Commission recently ap-
pointed by the President to investigate agricultural conditions
in this country, and report such remedial legislation as they deem
to be wise. In view of the importance of this measure 1 ask
that it be printed in the Recorp. It is a very short bill, only
one page in length.

The bill (8. 4122) to amend section 202 of the act of Con-
gress approved March 4, 1923, known as the “Agrieultural
credits act of 1923,” was read the first time by its title and the
second time at length, and referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph 1 of section 202 of the agriculs
tural credits act of 1923, approved March 4, 1923, be amended by
inserting after the word *“ State,” in line 5 of sald paragraph, the
words * or of the Government of the United Btates,” so that the para-
graph as amended will read:

“(1) To discount for or purchase from any national bank and/or
any State bank, trust company, agricultural credit corporation, incor-
porated livestock loan company, savings institution, cooperative bank,
cooperative credit or marketing association of agricultural producers
organized under the laws of any State or of the Government of the
United States, and/or any other Federal intermediate eredit bnnk.
with its indorsement, any note, draft, bill or exchange, debenture, or
other such obligation the proceeds of which have been advanced or
used in the first Instance for any agricultural purpose or for the
raising, breeding, fattening, or marketing of Hvestock;"

AMENDMENT TO RIVER AND HARBOR BILL

Mr. SHORTRIDGE submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 11472) authorizing the
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on
rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which was referred
to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed.

FIREARMS IN THE MAILS

Mr. McNARY submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 9093) declaring pistols, re-
volvers, and other firearms capable of being concealed on
the person nonmailable and providing penalty, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

LANDS, ETC., FOR NAVAL PURPOSES

Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (8. 3863) to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Navy to proceed with the construction of certain
public works and to provide for the disposition of lands no
longer needed, and the acquisition of other lands required
for naval purposes, which was referred to the Commitiee on
Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed.

_ POSTAL SALARIES AND POSTAL RATES

Mr. STANFIELD submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (8. 3674) reclassifying the salaries
of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service, readjust-
ing their salaries and compensation on an equitable basis,
increasing postal rates to provide for such readjustment, and
for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations for the De-
partments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and
for the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

MUBCLE BHOALS

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I ask the Chair to lay
before the Senate the action of the House on House bill 518,
regarding Muscle Shoals.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the ac-
tion of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 518) to aunthorize and
direct the Secretary of War, for national defense in time of
war and for the production of fertilizers and other nseful prod-
ucts in time of peace, to sell to Henry Ford, or a corporation
to be incorporated by him, nitrate plant No. 1, at Sheffield,
Ala. ; nitrate plant No. 2, at Muscle, Shoals, Ala.; Waeco Quarry,
near Russellville, Ala.; steam-power plant to be located and
constructed at or near Lock and Dam No. 17, on the Black
Warrior River, Ala., with right of way and transmission line
to nitrate plant No. 2, Muscle Shoals, Ala.; and to lease to
Henry Ford, or a corporation to be incorporated by him, Dam
No. 2 and Dam No. 3 (as designated in H. Doe. No. 1262, 64th
Cong,, 1st sess.), including power stations when constructed as
provided herein, and for other purposes, and requesting a e¢on-
ference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I move that the Senate insist on its
amendments and agree to the conference asked by the House.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Now, I want to explain the motion
that I intend to make. It is rather unusual. I did not include
in my previoos motion that the Chair appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate. I think in a ease of this kind the con-
ferees shounld reflect the sentiment of the Senate in regard to
the bill. In fact, on page 205 of the Senate Manual, in dis-
cussing the question, this statement is made:

Of course, the majority party and the prevalling opinion have the
ma jority of the managers,

Unfortunately the senior members of the committee are not
in favor of the bill or the view of the Senate as the bill passed,
and as the rules of the Senate authorize or reguire the election
of conferees, except by unanimous consent, and desiring to
have conferees to reflect the viewpoint of the Senate with ref-
erence to the bill, without in any way intending to reflect on
the other members of the committee who have expressed their
own views, and solely with the purpose of having Senate con-
ferees respond to the House and see if they can work out a
conclusion satisfactory to both Houses, I move that the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. KEves], the Senator from IIli-
nois [Mr. McEKisrey], and the Senator from Mississippl [Mr.
Harrison] be appointed the conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, 1 will say to the Senator that
that is rather an unusual move.

AMr. UNDERWOOD. 1 have just said so.

Mr, SMOOT. What the Senator has said is correct, but it
is always understood in the Senate that when the Senate ap-
points conferees the conferees shall take the judgment expressed
by the majority vote in this body. They are to stand for the
Senate amendments or, if it is a Senate bill, they are to stand
against the House amendments to the bill. It seems to me that
it is going ountside the usual course, as the Senator admits, to
make a motion to appoint conferees rather than to follow the
general custom.

Mr. ONDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator that of course
my motion is strictly within the rule. It is a rule of the
Senate. The custom of the Senate, of course, has been that the
proposer of a bill or the chairman of a committee, when it
comes to the point where a conference is asked, shall move
that the Senate insist on its amendments, agree to a conference,
and that the Chair appeint the conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate, and the Chair usually says, * Without objection, it is so
ordered” ; otherwise the Senate would always elect conferees.

It happens in this case that there is a very distinet line of
determination in regard to the bill. One side is in favor of a
Government corporation operating the plant. There is no
dispute about that at all. That side is represented by the
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, who
very sincerely and earnestiy represents that particular view
and has not yielded a particle on it. Knowing him as I do, 1
know full well that he will not yield, because he is earnest and
sincere and is going to stand for what he believes. His posi-
tion is that we should have Government operation of the

lant,

i Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator mean to say that if the
chairman of the Committee on Agrienlture and Forestry was
appointed a member of the conference committee and if the
House conferees would yield upon the Senate provisions, he
wonld not yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not know. The chairman of that
committee is sitting just behind the Senator from Utah aund
if he desires to answer the question I will yield that he may
do so.

Mr. SMOOT. I suppose the Benator from Nebraska will
have something to say about it, and I shall not ask any more
questions now, but will let the chairman of the committee
gpeak for himself. .

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In making the motion I am not at-
tempting at.all to reflect on the Senator from Nebraska, Such
a motion has been made before. The precedents show that
under conditions similar to those now existing it has been
made previously.

I realize that the chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry did not make his fight against the bill
which I proposed just simply to be fighting a bill that I pro-
posed. He was fighting for an idea and a principle in which
he believed, and he so announced many times. He announced
it in his concluding speech on the floor of the Senate. It is
not necessary for me to go further than his own concluding
speech unless the Senator from Nebraska now desires to make
a different statement in regard to the measure. I assume that
is his position until he announces otherwise himself,

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 yield.

Mr. GLASS. The Senator from Alabama did not conclude
his diseription of the line of demarkation between those who
favor and those who oppose the bill,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I intend to do so.

Mr. GLASS. He stated that the chairman of the commit-
tee, the Senator from Nebraska, is in favor of Government
ownership and operation. What is the distinction in the bill
of the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I intended to come to that hefore, but
was interrupted by the Senator from Utah. I will come to
that point now.

The bill that I introduced, and which is in accord with the
message of the President of the United States, is primarily
in favor of leasing the property if a lessee can be obtained.
It does provide that if a lease can not be, made then there
shall be Government operation, and that is solely because this
is a national defense plant and must be operated by the Govern-
ment if it can not be operated by an individual. But the real
line of demarkation Is that Senators on the other side of the
question, as represented by the chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, believe primarily that it should
be operated by the Government. They have been perfectly sin-
cere in their argument and they have made that argument to
the last moment that the question was before the Senate. I do
not doubt their sincerity at all

The position I take is that it is the part of wisdom to
attempt to get a lessee to operate the plant on a contract
made by the President, gnd that was the viewpoint expressed
by the last vote of the Senate, which was 50 to 30. The
House has asked for a conference and I think it is no retleetion
whatever on Senators who view it the other way that the
Senate should send to the eonference conferees who believe in
the idea of operating the plant under lease rather than under
Government ownership and operation as a primary object

Of course, thig is not the final vote. The conferees will meet
and if they reach a conclusion they must bring it back to the
Senate. When it comes back the Senate will then have an
opportunity to express its view as to whether it agrees to the
report of the conferees. But according to the rules and the
precedents I think we are entitled to eonferees who reflect
the last vote of the Senate in passing the. bill. That is all
I am asking, that they go to the conference reflecting the view-
point of the Senate. If I am wrong about the other Senators
not reflecting that viewpoint and if they will say so, of course
I will withdraw what I have said. I think they were sincere
in- their attitude with reference to the bill

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly.

Mr. McKELLAR., The Sensator said his motion s in accord
with the precedents of the Senate. Does the Senator recall
a single incident of this kind during his service in the Senate
where conferees were appointed because of their favoring or
not favoring the particular bill that had been agreed upon by
the Senate?

Mr. UNDERWOOD, There are-other incidents. It does not

.| happen very often, I agree, but when the Teller amendment

was attached to the declaration of war against Spain a dis-
tinguished Senator from my State was about to be left off the
committee, aithough le was the senior Democrat, on the ground

| that he was not in favor of the Teller amendment, He would
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have been left off except that he took the floor and stated that
in conference he would support the Teller amendment, as it
was the viewpoint of the Senate, and waive his own viewpoint,
L reeall that very well

Mr. McKELLAR. Was he the chairman of the committee?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; but he was the senior Democrat.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, how does the Senator from Ala-
bama know that he would have heen left off?

Mr, UNDERWOOD, Because the suggestion had been made
in the Senate to leave him off;

Mr. GLASS. Oh! We frequently have suggestions made
here which the Senate does not confirm.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And I think he would have retired if
it had not heen agreed to unanimously. I do not have to go
to the precedents, however, If the Sepator will turn to the
Senate Manual and look at page 204, in speaking of the con-
ferees it says:

They are umsually three in number, but on important measures the
number is sometimes increased. In the selection of the managers the
two large political parties are usually represented, and also care is
taken that there shall be a representation of the two opinions which
almost always exist on snbjects of importance,

Here is what 1 wish to eall to your attention:

Of course, the majority party and the prevailing opinion have the
majority of the managers,

“The majority party and the prevailing opinion.” That is
Just exactly what I have moved. I do not care to call names
on the Senate floor. The three able gentlemen who are the
senior members. of this committee are not in accordance with
the viewpoint of the bill that was passed. They very candidly
said so, and when the guestion was on the passage of the bill
they voted against it. I do not reflect on them. I merely say
that we should have conferees meet the House who are in favor
of the viewpoint that the Senate voted, and then. when the hill
comes back, if: you want to renew the fight, you have the right
to renew it on. the conferenee report. When we go to the con-
ference; however, I say we are entitled to have conferees who
reflect the viewpoint of the Senate, and that is in entire accord
with the rules and precedents of the Senate;

Mr. GLASS. Mr Dresident——

The PRESIDING OFFICER: Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes

Mr. GLASS. Aside from the merits of the issue raised: by
the Senator’s motion, I am not willing now, as I have not
been willing: heretofore, to have the country understand that
one side of this guestion represents primarily Government
ownership and that the other side represents primarily indi-
vidualism or operation by a private concern. I do net think'
the Senator’s bill represents primarily operation by private
contraet. It represents that contingently; and unless the Sena-
tor or somebody else is sure that' under his biil we will get
an: aceeptable bid from a private corporation, we shall have
under: his, bill: Government: ownership. in any event, and Gov-
erninent ownership and operation in: the contingency I have
cited.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. As far as ownership is cencerned, T
say there never has been any difference on the floor about
that matter: I never have contended that the Government
ought to part with title to this property. I do not think it
should. It is a matter of war defense, and I do not think any-
one here is contending that the title should be parted with.
It is a. question of operation; but that is not material on this
guestion, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. GLASS. No: it is not

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is my viewpoint, however.

Mr. GLASS. I just do not: want the country to have a mis-
conception of the differences between the two bills.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. To be sure. I am perfectly willing to
have the Senator express his viewpoint. The other was mine;
There can be no dispute, however, that there was a: battle of
six weeks and clearly a distinct difference between the two
sides:that votedion this bill and sent it to the House ; and there
ean net be any dispute that the Senators I have named in my
motion are the first three Senators on the committee who indi-
gl;ted a favorable attitude toward the bill' as it passed the

nate.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING: OFFICER. Does: the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield.

Mr: BIMMONS. I think the Senator from Alabama. is
entirely right in his contention that the conferees -appeinted by
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the Senate should. reflect; in their action as conferees, the
action of the Senate upon. the matter committed to them; but
I think in the first instance the Senator should trust to the good
faith of theose who, according to our customs, are entitled to
expect and to receive designation as conferees. *

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That position is entirely contrary to
the rule I have just read to the Senate, which says that that is
not to be done.

Mr. SIMMONS. It is our rule, heretofore observed, so far as
I know, to appoint as conferees the ranking members of the
majority and ranking member, of the minority. What I desire
to say is that the Senate ought in the first instance to rely npon
the good faith of those gentlemen, without any regard to their
attitude when the matter was hefore the Senate, to carry out
in conference the will of the Senate ns expressed in its ultimate
aetion. I know of no precedent against that; but we came very
near establishing such a precedent at the last session of Con-
gress, when the situation was, I think, identical with the situa-
tion which the Senator now presents to the Senate.

In the consideration of the revenue hill passed during the last
session the majority members of the Senate—all of them, I
think, except one—had opposed very strenuounsly the ultimate
action of the Senate as to certain very important and vital
Dhases of that bill, just as in fhe case before the Senate to-day.

The chairman of the committee and some of the other mems-
bers of the committee, who under the ordinary practice of
the Senate wonld have been: entitled to appointment as con-
ferees, strenuously opposed the action which was finally,
taken by the Senate. The contention of the minority having
been adopted by the Senate in the revenue bill, I was cen-
cerned then, as ranking member of the minerity, as the Sen-
ator from Alabama now is concerned, about what might be the
attitude of the chairman of the committee, the distingnished
Senator from Utah [Mr. Satoor], and his two associates who
would have been entitled under the rules to appointment as
conferees with him. I was concerned with the conrse they
might pursue in the conference, because of their strenunous
opposition to the action of the Senate; aund I considered, to-
gether with my colleagues on this side and those on the ather
side who had acted with us in the incorporation info the hill
of these provisions that were so much opposed by the ma-
jority on the other side, as to.what conrse we shonld pursue;
whether or not we should do exactly whaf the Senator pro-
pases to do now, and make a demand tlhiat the Senate in the
first instance name the conferees, and name onky such con-
ferees as were favorable to the bill in the form. in which it
passed the Senate.

Mr, President, in those conditions we seriously took into
consideration the fact that the majority of the conferees who
under our rules would be appointed might probably  be op-
posed to the action of the Senate in the conference as they
bhad been upon the fioor of the Senate. We finally resolved
that by deciding it to be good pelicy, as well as inr the interest
of harmony in the Senate, that we should not by our gction
express distrust of the sincerity and’ good faith of those gen-
tiemen, but that we should assume, as a matter of course:
that they would' discharge their obligation to the Senate, and
in conference, whatever might have been their attitude when
the measure was pending in thie Senate, would stand by the
final action of the Senate upon those vital maftters, .

I' do not know whether it was expressed openly in the
Senate—although it was expressed in conversation among
Senators—I know that I' expressed it; and I know that it got
into the press, and I think probably I was responsible for its
getting into the press—that while we wounld make no obiée-
tion to appointing in the reguiar way the chairman and his
two ranking associstes representing the majority, because we
felt bound to assume that they wonld recegnize their obligza-
tion to the Senate and would perform their duties with refer-
ence to that obligation in- conference, still if after their ap-
pointment- it appeared that they were not faithful’ and did
not carry out the intention of their appointment and support
the action and attitnde of the Senate, we would either make
& motion before the report of the conferees was submitted to
remove them and substitute for them other Senators upon
that committee who “ere in sympathy with the Senate's
action, or that we would wait until they reported, and then
if they had violated their obligation in this regard we might
send: the. measure back te the conference and ask for the
appointment of new conferees. That was my attitude then
and that wounld be my- feeling now.

I am in sympathy in the pending matter with the position
of the chairman of the committee and with the two members
of the minority who will likely; under the role, be appointed
as conferees if that rule shall be adhered to; but I have the
greatest faith that they will carry out the- ultimate action of
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the Senate. If they should not, if they should disregard their
obligations in that respect, notwithstanding my sympathy with
their position on the floor of the Senate and my opposition
to the action of the Senate, I would join with the Senator
Trom Alabama in sending the report back to conference and
appeinting new conferees.

However, I do not think it is wise policy, Mr. President—
and 1 =ay that frankly to the Senator from Alabama—for us
to be asked to assume that because members of the committee
opposed here the aetion that was ultimately faken by this
body they will not, if put on the conference committee, honestly
and faithfully stand for the action of the Senate as against
the counteraction of the House of Representatives. 1 will
not believe that the conferees will not faithfully discharge
their duty until such a thing has happened. It did not happen
in the case which I have mentioned, because when there was
brought up in conference the most vital feature of all the
controversy, namely, the substitution of what was known as
the Simmons schedule of rates for the Mellon schedule, the
conferees on the part of the Senate, those representing the
majority as well as those representing the minority of the
committee, stood for that position.

There was another vital controversy upon which the align-
ment in the Senate had been the same, and that was with
regard to the publicity of income-tax assessments, Not a
member of the conference representing the majority had sup-
ported the action of the Senate, but in conference, recognizing
the action of the Senate, they stood for it as against their
former position in the Senate.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from North Carolina will also re-
member that before ever the conferees were appointed I made
a statement to the effect that if the time came when I counld
not as a conferee support the action of the Senate I would
ask the Senate itself to make the change. .

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator's statement is correct. While
I felt then that we must trust and did trust those Senators,
and must rely upon their sense of oblizgation to the Senate in
the first instance, if they should, however, violate that obliga-
tion, we could then call in question their action. I think to
do it in advance, in violation of the unbroken practice of the
Senate, would place a reflection upon those honorable Members
which would result in engendering bad feeling in this body.
I trust the Senator from Alabama will not insist upon that
course,

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. President, I was glad to yleld to
the Senator from North Carolina.

Of course, I disclaim now, as I disclaimed in the beginning,
any desire or intention on my part to reflect on the honor and
futegrity of the senior members of the committee, but this is
a business proposition. I have been a member of conference
committees, and many times have sat in conference for many
weeks with the distinguished Senator from North Carolina. I
know the limitations on conferees, and I know that a conferee
has to reflect the sentiment of the body which he represents
rather than his own sentiment, and he should do so. That,
however, is not the question in this instance. The distinguished
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] pointed to the solution
of the whole problem when he said, referring to the time the
revenue bill went to conference, that before he was appointed
a conferee he gave assurances that if he could not agree with
the viewpoint expressed by the Senate as represented by the
Senator from North Carolina he would resign, and retire from
the conference committee. That solved the whole question in
that instance; but I have heard no indication from any of
the senior members of the committee that they have changed
their viewpoint or infend to fight for the viewpoint of the
Senate. As a matter of fact so far as I am concerned under
gimilar conditions, it wonld be embarrassing for me to repre-
sent the Senate, and I have not assumed that the senior mem-
bers of the committee desired to do so. They have not ex-
pressed any such desire to me, and my motion certainly does
not reflect on the honor or integrity of any of them.

There is, however, a very grave difference between this case
and sending to conference a revenue bill, containing many
hundreds or thousands of Items, and appointing conferees,
some of whom may disagree with the action of the Seaate on
gome of the points involved. They may be major points; they
may be important points, as they were in the case to which
the Senator from North Carolina refers, but those items did
not make up the entire revenue bill; there was much more
jnvolved in that bill than the provisions contained in any one

item. But here is a case where there was a distinct line of
demarcation. One side represented the view of the committee,
while T represented a viewpoint entirely different. It was a
hard fight; six weeks were consumed in the consideration of
the measure, and there were many changes, but finally the
Senate by the decisive vote of 50 to 30 decided in favor of the
bill as it is now going to conference.

As I say, although there are many precedents for the Chair
appointing the senior members-of the committee as conferees,
I am not so sure that that has always been a good rule, and
it is not maintained in some of the great committees of the
Senate now. The Appropriations Committee takes the newer
members that have come to it from other committees rather
than the senior members to act as conferees on certain of
the appropriation bills.

I have served on conference committees for the Appropria-
tions Committee at times when I was not a senior member.
It is true there was no question raised; I was asked to do 80 ;
but there ought not to be a hard and fast rule: there ought
not to be a rule in the Senate—or a precedent, because it is
not a rule—even if it may have grown up in the lapse of
time—that becanse a Senator has grown old with honors
and experience in this body he is the only one who can repre-
sent the Senate as a conferee and express the viewpoint of
the Senate. The rule does not say so; the rule distinctly says
that the majority party shall be represented by the majority,
and the prevailing sentiment of the Senate shall be repre-
sented. That is what the rule is; that is the governing rule.

Of course, these precedents have grown up because nobody
raised any question, and in the majority of cases in the future
nobody will raise any question. If the bill reported by the
Agricultural Committee had prevailed, and I had been a mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture I should not have desired
to become a conferee, becanse that measure did not express my
viewpoint and my sentiment, and I should much have pre-
ferred to have a member of the committee appointed as con-
feree whose viewpoint and sentiment were with the committee.
It is idle to say that my motion reflects on the honor of any
Senator. As a matter of fact, if the conditions were reversed,
I would not want to serve, and it would not be any reflection
on my honor if I were not appointed to serve. If I were
in disagreement with the Senate as evidenced by its final vote
on a bill, I should much prefer, so far as I am concerned, to
have the Senate represented by a Senator who was in aceord
with the viewpoint of the Senate. So far as I know the
Senators who are opposed to the bill adopted by the Senate
are not in disagreement with the views I have expressed.
This bill, I think, is entitled to be represented on the confer-
ence committee not merely by Senators who are going to vote
for it, but by Senators who believe in the theory of the bill
which the Senate passed.

They are much more likely to get a satisfactory conference
report, and that does not foreclose the opposition. If they
still want to make their fight on the question of some other
disposition of this property, they can do it when the confer-
ence report comes back., But I have made this motion. I
would not have moved to send the bill to conference if it had
not been the bill I introduced and for which I had made the
fight. It was not the committee bill. It was, technically
speaking, the bill I had introduced, and that was the only
justification I had in making the motion which has been
passed. Otherwise I would have yielded to the chairman of
the committee. But his bill did not prevail; it was my bill
which prevailed, and now I think the Senate’s viewpoint
should be represented in conference by men who believe in
that viewpoint. :

I do not understand that the chairman of the committee, or
the Senators who would ordinarily go to conference with the
bill, are in accord with the bill as it passed the Senate. Their
last words were in absolute contravention of it. They stated
their opposition candidly. They have been perfectly sincere
in what they have said, and I am not asking the Senate to
decline to send these gentlemen for any reason in the world
that is personal, but as an affirmative proposition I am asking
the Senate to send men who represent the viewpoint of the
Senate of the United States. Then if anything goes wrong no
criticism can come; but if the Senate sends men who do not
represent the viewpoint of the Senate of the United States,
and admit they do not, and this bill fails of action because of
disagreements of the conferees, then the criticism will come
right back to the method used in sending the bill to conference,
especially as it is in contravention of the real rules of the
Senate.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, I want to discuss this question
from two aspects. First, I want to discuss the general and
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fundamental proposition of parliamentary law which applies to
conference reporis generally. As far as I know, in a general
way there is no exception to the doctrine that in legislative
bodies, or other parliamentary assemblies where there is more
than one branch, and the concurrence of both branches is nec-
essary for the enactment of a law or for any other action, the
fundamental principle underlying the appointment of con-
‘ferees by either body is that those shall be appointed who rep-
resent the action taken by the body from which they are ap-
pointed. As a fundamental proposition, I think no one can dis-
pute the justness of that.

When the Senate and the House have taken action on a legis-
lative proposition, and a conference commitiee is necessary,
we ought to appoint conferees who believe in the action the
Senate has taken and are in sympathy with it. It may not
always be possible to get conferees who fully agree with the
measure as it passes, because as a rule various amendments
are adopted.

This bill that was passed by the Senate—the Coolidge-
Underwood bill—was opposed by me almost in its entirety. If
we follow what I think we shounld follow—the right kind of an
honest ruole—then when the conferees are appointed I should
not be on the conference committee from the Senate. The
Senator from Alabama should head the conferees from the
Senate in this case, it seems to me, instead of myself.

Rumors commenced to fly around the Senate Chamber and
the corridors of the Capitol that there was some suspicion
that I was not sufficiently honest and candid to represent the
Senate in this case; that somebody else ought to be put on
the conference committee in my place; and when those rumors
started. to reach me: I thought I wquld see how far the farce
would go; but in order to make my vecord straight I told
several persons, not all of them Members of the Senate, that
under no circumstances would I serve as a member of the
conference commiitee from the Senate. I said I did not be-
lieve I ought to be on the conference committee, that some-
body should be appointed who believed in the action of the
Senate, and that I thought the Senator from Alabama, who
had led the fight and who, although belonging to the minority
party, had represented the President in the action taken
more nearly than had anybody else, ought to be on the con-
ference committee. I cautioned those to whom I expressed
that opinion that I wanted that to remain confidential until
the matter had been disposed of, because I was curious to see
how far this would be carried.

I have been a Member of the Senate for several years, and
for 10 years before I came to the Senate was a Member of
the Honse, and am somewhat familiar, in a very weak way,
with the rules of the House, as well as with the rules of the
Senate, and the praectice in both bodies. I have seen confer-
ence committees come and go. I have seen them appointed,
and I think I know how they are appointed as well as anyone
else knows how they are appointed.

Now, I want to discuss this proposition as it is related to
the custom of the Senate. I knew that if the custom of the
Senate prevailed I would be appointed to head the conferees
on the part of the Senate on this bill. I was somewhat sur-
prised when I discovered that there was quite a movement
on foot to prevent my being appointed. If I had been ap-
pointed and had served, I would have dome just what the
Senator from North Carolina has said another Senator did
against whose appointment there was opposition. I would
have represented the Senate and would have done all I could
honorably to have the action of the Senate prevail in the
conference. I would not accept a place on a conference com-
mittee with any other idea. But, as I have said, I had deter-
mined, even before any suggestions had been made, that I
would not accept appointment on the conference committee,
because, to my mind, I would almost have to stultify myself.
I did not believe in the bill; I had no faith in the action
taken by the Senate; I was sincerely bitterly opposed to it,
and it seemed to me that I should eliminate myself and ought
to stay off the committee.

I would not have accepted appointment on the committee
under any other condition than the understanding that I rep-
resented not myself, but the Senate, and I would have felt it
my duty to back up the action of the Senate, just as an attor-
ney must look after the interests of his client; and if he can
not do it, he should not take the case. He has a right in the
beginning to refuse to be retained. I had the right to refuse
to be appointed, and wonld exercise it. But I was sent for; I
was talked to by leading Senators, I was asked to come to the
room of the Presiding Officer of the Senate, and it seemed that
there was a movement on foot to eliminate me from the con-
ference committee in some way, and I refused to state my atti-
tode, I wanted to see how far it would go.

This bill passed the Senate on the 5th day of January and
went to the House. Under the rules of the House, it would
have gone to the Committee on Military Affairs, but it re-
mained on the Speaker’s desk until yesterday, 22 days. It was
kept there for that length of time, those 22 days, to see if some
plan could not be devised by which I could be eliminated from
the conference committee without breaking the customs of the
Senate, and I suppose, although I do not know—I ecan not
understand why the Presiding Officer sent to me and talked it
over with me otherwise—that those who are in charge of this °
legislation, both in the Senate Chamber and out of it, were trying
fo have him act as the goat and take the bull by the horns,
and, when the motion was passed authorizing him to appoint
the conferees, for him to eliminate me. He did not want to do
that, evidently, and.did not. get any assurance from me that
that course would be agreeable to me; hence that course was
not taken.

I was told of various Senators who had been fo see him
about it, including the Senator from Alabama. I was talked
with by other Senators, and I still maintained an attitude of
silence on the subiject, so far, at least, as letting the interview-
ers know what position I was going to take. 1 wanted to see
if the Senate was going to break its custom, never broken
before. I wanted to know whether the Senate was going to
assume that if I were put on the conference committee I would
violate the duty of a conferee-and refuse fo abide by the action
of the Senate. I wanted to see if it conld be carried that far.

I knew that if that doctrine had been applied to any other
standing committee of the Senate the chairman of that com-
mittee would have been insulted. You would not have heard
the Iast of it for years. I knew that those who were trying to
eliminate me from this conference committee were afraid that
if they did it by the method which they had a perfect right to
adopt the chicken some day would come to roost, and fthe
precedent would return to plagne them when the rule which
they had established by taking that course would not suit them.

Personally I do not believe in that custom of the Senate. T
think the fundamental proposition that those friendly to legis-
lation shounld be appointed on conference commitfees is correct.
I do not believe I ought to be on the conference committee. It
did seem to me just a little queer, however, that there should be
a Member of this body who had known me as loug as I have
been here and as long as I have been in the House who would
hoid the opinion that if I went on this conference committee I
would violate my solemn duty as a conferee.

The Senator from North Carolina has told things about the
appointment of another conference committee which were new
to me; how they debated it in secret and finally decided to
follow custom, discovering, after all, that the man was honor-
able, and stood by the action of the Senate. I could have con-
gistently accepted appointment on the conference committee,
becanse technically this is the propoesition which goes to the
conference : The Hounse passed the so-called Ford bill, to which
I was opposed. The Senate, in place of the Ford bill, passed
the Underwood bill. There is a great deal of difference between
those bills,

I said very frankly that as between the two—and this is
what they would have to do in conference—I preferred the
Underwood bill. I think it is beiter than the bill that passed
the House. There we gave a lease for 100 years; in the case of
the Underwood bill, for 50 years. In the Ford bill we gave
away about 75 per cent of the property of Uncle Sam at Muscle
Shoals by an absolute warranty deed passing title forever.
That does not occur under the Underwood bill. Much as I dis-
like it, I think the Underwood bill is better than the House hill.

Technically those are the two bills in dispute between the
two Houses. As a matter of faet and as a praetical proposition
that is not true at all, becanse the Ford bill is dead. Nobody
in the House is going to back up the Ford bill. Everybody
knows that there is only one bill, and that is the Senate bill.
There is no House bill. There was no action of the Honse
taken except to reject the Underwood bill formally and ask for
a conference.

We have this proposition as a matter of real fact: We have
a bill passed through the Senate that has never been con-
sidered by a standing committee of the Senate. It goes to the
House. It has never been considered by 2 standing committee
of the House. It has never even been considered by the House
itself, one of the most remarkable occurrences that has ever
oecurred anywhere in the history of legislation. A law giving
away $140,000,000 worth of Government property is going to
be put on the statute books without a standing committee of
either legislative body ever giving it a moment’s consideration
and without one House ever reading the bill, without ever
giving an opportunity even to the House itself to discuss the
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legislation. Technically, that is not true, because, as I said,
the House has passed another bill. As a matter of practical
application, that is the absolute truth and that is what we are
asked fo do. I do not want to take any more part in that
than I can help.

If we had had here the custom that I think we ought to
have of appointing conferees on bills who are in favor of the
action of the Senate rather than taking the chairman and the
ranking members of the committee and naming them as con-
ferees, it would have gone on and the Chair would probably
have selected, and I think ought to have selected in making
his appointments, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]
as chairman of 4he conferees and then take two others with
him who are favorable to the action of the Senate. That is
the way we ought to legislate, but that is the way we mnever
have legislated.

If it had taken its regular course and a suspicion had not
been created by quite a large number of the membership of
the Senate as to the honesty of myself and the Senator from
Oregon |[Mr. MoNArY], who would have been the next con-
feree appointed, and the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Saara], who has served longer than any of us in this body
on that committee—if it had not happened that our fidelity to
the action of the Senate and our honesty as men were brought
into question by all these maneuvers that have gone on for
22 days, part of them taking place in the White House, part
of them over in the other body, and part of them with Mem-
bers here, by which this legislation was held up and prevented
from taking its regular course—I say, if all that had not
happened and we had gone on in the regular way and the
matter had come back from the House the next day, as it
probably would have done under ordinary circumstances, it
would all have been eliminated so far as I am concerned by
a statement that I would not go on the conference committee,
and we might have gone on in the regular way.

Why has the bill been held up? Why have the Members of
the House of Representatives been denied the right to consider
the bill that is conceded now by the powers that be is going to
be enacted into law? Why is it that the history of a generation
is laid aside in order that this bill may be put across and put
upon the statute books? Twenty-two days it lay upon the
Speaker's desk while between the Capitol and the White House
various conferences took place to see how we could get it off
of that desk and put on the statute books without permitting
it to run its regular legislative course.

Why, Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woon] said in his argument, * If these Senators had expressed
themselves that they would not go on the conference com-
mittee, then we would have taken the regular course.” He said,
“They have not made such an expression to me.” Toes the
Senator from Alabama think that it was my duty to hunt him
up and say, “I understand you are a party here to trying to
keep me off the conference committee, and I want to tell you
that I will not go on it, or if I do go on it, I will stand by the
Senate”? Why could not we have assumed in this case, like
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr, Simamons] said, at least
that these men were going to do their duty as Senators until
the contrary was apparent? That is the reason, it seems to me,
why this action, culminating in all kinds of conferences lasting
for 22 days, is one that casts reflection upon the members of
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and never happened
to any other committee. DBut we are used to it. You ride over
us whenever the machine feels so disposed, and it does not
make much difference with us.

1f this was a common occurrence, we would not think any-
thing of it, but it is an uncommon occurrence. Is it true that
1 and the other two I have mentioned have sunk so low in the
confidence and in the estimation of our fellow Senators that
we can not be trusted as conferees to carry out the action of
this body? Is our reputation such in this body that our repu-
tations are of no avail and that Senators, before we take any
action, are suspicious that we are going to do a dishonorable
thing ; that they must turn the whole Government upside down
to prevent us from getting on a conference committee by which
we might tear the earth from under the Senate, the House, and
the White House? I8 this the only committee that lacks the
faith and the confidence of the Senate? Can any man recall
when it has happened to any other committee? If we have
assumed all along during the many years in the past that what
the Senator from North Carolina said is true, that * we will
assume these men will do their duty until the contrary ap-
pears,” that is the rule which prevails at all times except in
this case, where it is proposed to put on the statute books some-
thing that has never run the gantlet of a standing committee
of either body of Congress?

Mr. President, I want to call attention now, particularly of
the Senator from Alabama [Mr, Usxperwoobp]—I think it must
have escaped his attention; I just hoticed it myself—to the fact
that during the closing hours of the consideration of the bill
the Senator from Alabama, the last time he offered his bill as
a substitute, included in it one section that was also in the
other bill. He put it in as a substitute for his section 4.
Originally I called attention to a couple of things that seemed
to me were jokers in the Underwood bill. They had been in
the Ford bill. It was a provision by which, I believe, if the
Ford offer had passed, the Ford corporation would have been
able to crawl out and never make any fertilizer. There were
two of them. But the Senator from Alabama explained how
he got them. He took them from the Ford bill, and therefore
it is perfectly excusable, in my judgment, for letting them re-
main; but I called attention to them, and he himself struck
them out. They were not in the bill then; but in the bill as
the Recorp shows it passed the Senate one of those jokers
still remains, and that joker comprises the words * according
to demand.”

The Senate will remember that I called attention to it and
that it was debated and conceded that those words ought to
go out, and they were taken out, but they appear again now as
being in the bill that the Senate has passed. The Scnate did
not think it had passed any bill with those words in it, and it
must have been a misprint or something of the kind.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator and I have both made a
similar mistake. Section 4, as the Senator is reading it, was
put in the second bill by me so that it would not be exactly the
same bill that I had offered before, and is an amendment offered
by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, McKeLrar]. I sent the
printed form to the desk. The Senator from Nebraska had
preri?usly accepted the same amendment as an amendment to
his bill.

Mr. NORRIS. No; the Senator s wrong about that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I took the printed form.

Mr., NORRIS., In offering his substitute at the time he
stated that he had taken the last section in my bill, if you
may eall it my bill, and put it into his bill.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1t was the amendment of the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr., McKELLAR].

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will read the section as it
was in my bill, he will find those words stricken out. They
were stricken out every time when they appeared in my bill.
They never were in there afterwards. They were always
stricken out. If the Senator had taken it just as we had it,
he would not have had those words in his bill. :

I do not want the Senator to think that I am even intimat-
ing that he intended to have the words in or that it was done
with any intention to deceive, but the Senator did state to the
Senate that section 4 was just the same as I had in my bill
Of course, there he was wrong., It was not the same and he
did not know it at the time, I suppose, and I know I did not
know it and I do not think the Senator knew it. As a matter
of fact, it was not the same,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The reason why I said so was that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKerrar] had offered the
amendment, and I heard the Senator from Nebraska say he
accepted the amendment. I suppose he afterwards or at the
time, withont my knowledge, struck out those words,

Mr. NORRIS, They were out at the time,

Mr, UNDERWOOD, They were in the printed amendment
that I offered. -

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; and the Senator took the amendment
as it was printed.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I assumed the words were out. I will
say to the Senator, so far as I am concerned, that I was not
prepared to defend the punctuation in that clause of the bill,
so when he raised the point some weeks ago I yielded to him
and had those words stricken out. I think the purpose of some
people in having those words in the bill was that it meant on
demand of the farmers; but the grammar and punctuation
were not such that I was willing to defend, so when the
Senator raised the point I struck them out. I had no inten-
tion of putting toem in, and I have no doubt the conferees will
correct the matter.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think the Senator had any intention
of putting them in, but I ecall attention to the fact that they
are there, whether intentionally or unintentionally. The other
words were left out. They were in the original print of the
amendment of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, MoKELLAR],
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If the Senator had sent that to the desk, and had it read as a
part of the substitute unchanged, they would have appeared
here also, but they did not appear; they are out; or, at least,
from a hasty reading of the bill, I judge they are out. I have
not read the measure carefully.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator that I took
the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee, made it apply
%0 a lessee as well as to a corporation, and sent it to the desk
as it was printed. I do not know about it otherwise.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, I wish to say in conclusion, as
I practically said in the beginning, if I had been making the
motion, and if nothing had happened, as I have narrated, to
indicate, as it seems to me, that Members of this body and
others out of the body were suspicious that I would not do my
duty, I intended when the time came in the very best of faith
to urge the appointment of the Senator from Alabama to head
the Senate conferees. I think that would be the proper action
for the Senate to take. The bill that he championed, with some
few modifications, has been passed by the Senate, and while,
perhaps, there ought to be conferees on the eommittee who
favor some amendments that were put on the bill, for we de-
sire to make it fair all around, the Senator from Alabama is
the man who should head the conferees on the part of the
BSenate.

Mr. McCORMICK rose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. NORRIS. I will yield in just a moment. Nobody on
the Republican side can object to that. We can not go back
{to the old custom and say, “ Why, he is not on the committee
which reported the bill; he is not a Republican, and we must
‘put Republicans on.” You followed the Senator from Ala-
‘bama in this fight; he was your leader. The Senator from
\Kansas [Mr. CurTis] was nothing but a lieutenant. The Sen-
ator from Alabama led you, and he led you well, and you fol-
lowed him well and obediently. You won your fight and you
ought not to change horses in the middle of the stream. He
I1;yught still to be the leader. That would Lave been the proper
course to pursue. I have no objection to the conferees whom
'the Senator from Alabama has indicated in his motion, but
it does not seem to me to be quite right that he himself should
'not head the conference committee,

I now yield to the Senator from Illineis, For the moment
'T had forgotten to do so.

+ Mr. McCORMICK. Do I understand that the Senator from
Nebraska, by implication, suggests that if the motion of the
Senator from Alabama shall be defeated he will not serve as
a conferee?

+ Mr. NORRIS. I will not.

! Mr. McCORMICK. Because, for one, I wish to bear wit-
ness to my unbending belief in the integrity of the Senator
from Nebraska and his sense of duty. I do not see why the
Senator should yield his place as a conferee.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, I very highly appreciate what the
Senator from Illinois has said, but I gave—I do not know
whether or not the Senator heard me—at the beginning of my
speech the reasons why it seemed to me I ought not to be on
the conference committee. I knmow what my duty as a con-
feree would be, and if I went on the committee I would per-
form it to the best of my ability. I felt before the question
was raised, that, as a matter of fact, the fundamental theory
of a conference commiftee is more righteous than is our
custom, and that I ought not to be placed on the com-
mittee. We ought to have Senators on the committee
who believe in the bill which was passed, who supported it,

and voted for it. However, no matter what I might have-

thought, when it became apparent that quite a large number
of Members of this body, a number of those who are in posi-
tions of leadership in the House and the President were all
holding conferences, and that one of the objects was to see
how they could eliminate me from the conference, 1 would not
then have consented to represent the Senate under any cir-
cumstances, because if I had to start in to represent the Sen-
ate lacking the faith and confidence of a good share of the
Senate, they believing that I was not going to do my duty——

Mr. McKELLAR. Or be called upon in advance to make
a promise that you were going to do it.

Mr. NORRIS. Orif I had to go around and hunt Senators up
and say, “If you will let me serve on this committee, I will
back the Senate up, and here is my resignation; whenever you
feel as though I am not doing it, just file'it.” I would not have
consented to serve on the committee of conference under any
circumstances. I would not accept a commission with that kind
of a string to it.

Mr., McCORMICEK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield further to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. NORRIS. I again yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. McCORMICK. Let me ask the Senator from Nebraska
how the issue is to be joined? If the motion of the Senator
from Alabama does not prevail, or if it shall prevail, is a sub-
stitute therefor to be présented?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator yield to me in order
that I may offer a substitute at this time for the motion of
the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. NORRIS. I had rather the Senator would wait until I
yield the floor.

Mr. McCORMICK, Will not the Senator from Nebraska per-
mit the proposed substitute of the Senator from Tennessee to
be read so that we may understand its purport?

Mr. NORRIS. Very well

Mr. McKELLAR. I offer the following motion: I move, as
a substitute for the motion of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Unpeewoob], that, in accordance with the usual custom of the
Senate, the Chair be requested to appoint as conferees on the
part of the Senate on H. R. 518 the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry [Mr. Norris] and Mr. McNary,
the next Republican on the committee, and Mr. SaurH, of South
Qarolina, the ranking Democrat on the committee.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I make the point of
order against the motion of the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. NORRIS. The motion has not been offered; it has
merely been read for the information of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that
the motion has merely been read for the information of the
Senate.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I wish fo reserve the right to make the
point of order against it. -

Mr. NORRIS. I want to say to the Senator from Tennessee
that if his motion should prevail I could not accept the place of
conferee.

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand that; but I think the Senate
ought to elect. The question having come up in this way, I
think the Senate owes it to the committee to elect its three
ranking Members. I understand that a point of order is about
to be made against my motion. I do not know whether it can
be submitted according to the rules, but, if it can be so sub-
mitted, I infend to submit it, and the Senator can afterwards
resign if he sees fit o to do.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator from Ten-
nessee, if the Senator from Nebraska will allow me——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That I will make the point of order
against the form of his motion, which provides that the Chair
shall appoint. That is contrary to the rules, of course. If
the Senator wants to propose three other Senators, he can
propose in a substitute motion that three other Senators shall
be appointed for the conferees proposed by myself.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, unless some Senator desires
to ask me a question I bave nothing further to say, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on the mo-
tion of the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, it is not necessary for
me to say again what I said in the beginning, that my motion
is not personal; nor do I for a moment think that the Senator
from Nebraska is one who concerns himself about breaking
down old laws or old precedents, for, if I remember rightly,
some 20 years ago the Senator cooperating with myself and
others, or we cooperating with the Senator, broke down a
precedent and a rule, thus changing the legislative ‘status of
the Congress of the United States. The Senator then thounght
that action was right; and he has just said that he does not
believe in rules that seek to shackle men’s hands instead of
aiding the representative quality of legislative bodies. The
Senator ran true to himself in his statement; he has always
occupied that position, and I expected him to do so; but I will
say to the Senator that I am not surprised at his statement
that he will not serve as a conferee, for I think it comports
with his parliamentary career.

In conference with the President pro tempore of the Senate
I asked if I, as the author of the bill, would, as usual, be
recognized to suggest the conferees, but I received no definite
reply from him. Representing the majority opinion of the
Senate, I could not afford to take any chance about the maftter;
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it was up to me to move for conferees friendly to the bill,
and it is no reflection to the Senator or his colleagues that I
have done so.

The Benator says that he knows of no precedent. In March,
1906, Mr. Teller, of Colorado, a very distingnished Senator
and a member of the Republican Party, when a question
similar to this was involved, said: 2

Mr. President, the right to appoint the members of a conference com-
mittee belongs to the Senate. I am not going to find any fault with
the withdrawal of the motion made by the Benator from Ohlo; I agreed
to its withdrawal last night. But 1 wish to say that it s no reflec-
tion upon a committee, nor s it any reflection upon the Chair, because
he recognized that without a motion to that effect the Chafr has not
the right to appoint a committee. The right to appoint the members of
a conference committee is with the body that creates the committee.
That is not always done, because it is convenient genmerally-—and the
custom has grown up to that effect—for the chalrman of the com-
mittee to designate certaln members of the committee having charge
of the measure to act at the conference. The conferees of the two
Houges are then supposed to represent the Senate or the House, as the
case may be, I understand also there is a feeling on the part of some
members of the committee that to select anyone off of the committee
or to select anyone even on the committee who had not been favorable
to the first proposition perhaps would be & reflection on the committee.
Whenever a conference committee ia created It is created to bring the
mind of the other body to that of this body, and to bring them together,
It is not to represent the view of the minority but to represent, if
possible, the majority. Upen that theory the majority of the proposi-
tion that passes this body iz entitled by custom and usage &nd on
principle to name the committes. A majority only of this bedy can
pass a bill. If the bill is different from what eame frome the House,
the bill as it leaves this body is supposed to represent the sentiment
of this body, and this body then is entitled to bave a friendly com-
mittee,

I could go on—there is nearly a page more of this—but I
shall not take up the time of the Senate with it. That state-
ment is made by one of the most distinguished Republicans
who ever served In this body, Senator Teller, of Colorado. It
clearly sustains the position I am taking here to-day, and that
position is merely that the Senate is entitled to have conferees
go to conference who represent the viewpoint of the Senate in
the vote it has taken.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do.

Mr. NORRIS. The quotation from Senator Teller meets
with my most hearty approval. He does not say anything
there that I disagree with; but that does not give the Senate
an instance where the Senate took action along that line. The
Senator does not even claim that the Senate has ever taken
such action. -

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It only failed to take action in this
case because—if the Senafor heard the statement read—it was
agreed by unsfimous consent that what Senator Teller con-
tended for should be carried out.

Mr. NORRIS. TYes; but the Senate did not take action upon
which those remarks were based, as I understand. What
Senator Teller said I think was fundamentally right, and is
just what I have tried to say here to-Gay.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr., UNDERWOOD. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. In view of the discussion that has been going
on, I suggest that the Senator modify his motion and provide
that the Chair shall name the conferees.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President—

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator
again?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the Senator will not do that. After
I have made the statement that I would not go on the com-
mittee, and that if I had consented to go on the committee I
would do the fair thing, I do net like to see the Senate back
up now. It has started on a course. Go ahead with it and
finish it.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senate has backed up before in a similar
case, and I do not think it would hurt itself any to back up

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not think the BSenate ought to
back up.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think it is fair that the Senate
now should withdraw. Let us “bust” this eld custom that

we have had here. Let us make a precedent now. Let us not
stop, after the man that you are after has eliminated himself,
and say that we will not make a precedent of it. Go ahead.
Drive on! Let us have something out of the action of the
Senate to-day that we ean point to to-morrow and next day
and say, “ Here is this same hen come home to roost; now take
your medicine!”

mMr.?McKELLAB. Mr. President, will the Senator yield

me

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator spoke of Senator Teller being
a distinguished Republican. I want to know if he was not
also a distinguished Democrat, and if he was not for quite a
while on the Democratic side of the Chamber? My recollection
is that he can be quoted with equal force both as a Republican
and as a Democrat,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield for that suggestion, although
think he called himself a silver Republican at thaxi‘ time. el

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senater from Illinois?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do.

Mr. McKINLEY. When the Senator from Alabama made
his motion I was not in the Senate Chamber and I did not know
until just now that my name had been mentioned. I desire to
say that I should prefer not to serve on this committee.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I named the Senator
from Illinois because he was the second member of the com-
mittee who was friendly to the bill. I think the Senator from
Nebraska is right. After the Senator's statement I shomld
have been very glad to come to some understanding about this
matter, that we might have friendly conferees. I had been
unable to find out anything that would have brought it about.
I could not have avoided the responsibility of making this
motion without knowing that the Chair was going to appoint
conferees that were friendly to my bill. Not knowing that, I
made the motion. The motion I made was not directed against
the Senator from Nebraska. It was directed against the posi-
tion that the Senator occupied.

The Senator, however, says that he desires to insist on this
metion, and that he has a right to insist on it. If I did not
make the motion to elect the conferees, somebody else could say
that we must have the conferees selected by the Senate. He is
right. The motion can not be withdrawn; and, mere than that,
it is not in order for the Chair to appoint the conferees.

Before I take my seat, as the Senator from Illinois does not
desire to serve, it will be necessary for me to amend my motion.
I move that the committee consist of the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Keves], the Benator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lavp], and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harmson]. I
name those Seuators in their order because they were the
Senators on the eommittee who favored the bill in the form in
which it passed.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, I move to substitute for the
names of Senators Kryes, Laop, and Harrison the names of
Senators Norris, McNARY, and SumiTH.

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the Senator will not put my name on
the committee. I hope he will not do that.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it seems to me that we

should have a fair, square vote on what is proposed to be done
here. The Senator from Nebraska can refuse to serve; he can
resign as a member of the committee, and that will end it : but
it can not be determined in any other way fairly and sqnarely
except by putting the two ranking Republicans and the one
ranking Democrat on the committee.
- I want to say to the other three gentlemen whose names have
been mentioned that, of course, I have nothing in the world
against them in any way. I know that they would make good
conferees. That is not the guestion. The question is whether
we are going to stand by the rules of the Senate and the cus-
tom of the Senate from time immemorial. My understanding
is that there has never been a violatien of that rule except
when Senators refused to serve, but invariably that custom has
been carried ont. The statement that Semator Teller may have
made about the matter 20 or 30 years ago is not applicable to
anything that occurs here. The rule of the SBenate has been
uniform.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor yield?

Mr. MoKELLAR. I yleld.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. May I suggest to the Senator
from Tennessee that the determination of the particular ques-
tion can come up upon the motion that is presented by the
motion of the Senator from Alabama. The substitute pre-
sented by the Senator from Tennessee simply confuses the
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issue, because there may be Senators among those whose
names he suggests who may not want to serve ultimately;
but the whole problem can be settled, I think, by a direct
vote upon the proposition presented by the Senator from
Alabama, Upon that, of course, I am in accord with the
Senator from Tennessee and with the Senator from Ne-
braska ; but the substitute of the Senator from Tennessee is
going to confuse the particular issue, and he can not get a
real vote upon it.

Mr. HARRIS., Mr, President, I am one of those who voted
for the Underwood bill on the last vote, and I voted for the
Underwood bill as against the Jones amendment, which would
have delayed the whole matter at least a year. Except for
the vote of myself and the junior Senator from Florida [Mr.
TeaMmMELL] and two or three others who had consistenly
voted for the Norris bill with the McKellar fertilizer amend-
ment the Underwood bill would not have passed this body.
A change of three votes would have defeated it. I discussed
the matter with others, who told me they voted for the Un-
derwood bill for the same reason that I did; not that they
liked the provisions of that bill any better than the provisions
of the Norris bill, because we did not like the provisions of
either in their entirety. We liked some things in one and
some things in another; but the Jones amendment postponed
action for at least a year, and we wanted immediate action
on this matter so as to get cheaper fertilizers for the farmers
as soon as possible. We voted to get action rather than
voting for the Underwood bill as against the Norris bill.

The Senator from Alabama, whom I esteem highly, states
that the vote was 50 to 30 on his bill. That was not the de-
ciding vote at all, The real deciding vote was on the Jones
amendment, providing for a commission to report to Con-
gress a year from now, which was defeated by five votes,
and a change of three votes on the part of those of us who
had been voting for the Norris bill made it possible for the
Underwood bill to get a majority. It was that vote, rather
than the 50 to 30 vote, that brought about the result, and
e voted to get action,

I am sorry the Senator from Alabama has offered this
amendment. I have not forgotten the time when the Sena-
tor from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
McNary] and a few others on the other side of the Chamber,
gaved Muscle Shoals from being scrapped. I have not for-
gotten the time when the Senator from South Carolina, in
framing this legislation in the beginning, did so much for
Muscle Shoals legislation so as to protect the farmers of
my section; and I am not going to vote to humiliate those
men. As far as the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] is
concerned, I do not believe there is a man in publie life in
the United States who will endeavor to do his duty more
nearly in accordance with the interests of the people than
the Senator from Oregon when he takes action in this body;
and I shall vote against the Underwood motion, which changes
the long established seniority custom of the Senate in naming
conferees.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, of course everyone realizes that
if we did not know the conditions in the Senate so clearly this
motion might be embarrassing, and, in a way, humiliating to
gome of us whose names, by virtue of the rules of the Senate,
are conneeted with this matter.

I am utterly amazed that the Senator from Alabama, in his
zeal to see that the measure for which he stands sponsor shall
have an open road, is willing to go to the point of aspersing
the integrity and honor of colleagues that he knows are not
liable to any such suggestions, or are not guilty or liable to be
charged with the implication that goes with his action in this
matter. The public does not know, except by custom, what are
the rules of the Senate; and when an old eustom is broken over,
as it is proposed to do here, as a maftter of course it carries
an implication that those affected thereby are not to be trusted
as others have been trusted.

The Senator from Alabama knows that he was not justified
in taking the procedure that he has taken.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. President, if the Senator will allow
me, I am perfectly willing for the Senator from South Carolina
to state his own position in regard to a matter of this kind;
but I must ask the Senator not to say that I know a certain
thing, because I think my position is entirely in accord with
the rules, and just as much in accord with the rules as when
I voted at the beginning of this Congress to elect the Senator
chairman of a committee to which position we wounld have
elected, if we had followed the precedents and the custom, the
genior Republican member.

{ Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, the question of whether or not
that vote was cast does not carry with it what the Senator

from Alabama, with his intelligence, knows that this action on
his part carries. He knows that the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Norris] and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary]
would do as we have always done had they been willing to go
on the committee under the circumstances. If they had gone
on the committee they would have represented the rule of the
majority expressed in that vote.

So far as I am concerned, I had fully made up my mind as
to just what course I would take. In this matter, after it took
the course it did in the House, as a matter of course I could
nnIt have afforded to allow myself to go on the conference com-
mittee.

I agree with the Senator from Nebraska that when the
majority have expressed themselves touching the principle of
any legislation, those in sympathy with it ought, if possible, to
go on the conference committee to meet the objections to that
principle which come from the other House, But we have not
followed that praectice. If the Senator from Alabama had had
due regard for his colleagues on the other side and on this side
he wounld at least have allowed the precedent to be followed,
and then trusted to the feelings and the sentiments of those
affected as to what course, as honorable men, they would take.

I rose merely for the purpose of protesting and expressing
my disappointment that my colleague from Alabama, in his zeal
to have a measure passed, could get the consent of his mind to
do this thing. Disrobe it of everything else, his relation to his
colleagues here and their good name are worth all the water
power in the world. He knows that the Senator from Ne-
braska would have done his duty and that the Senator from
Oregon wonld likewise have done his duty.

Now, Mr. President, with one word as to the matter at issue
I am done. The Senator brought into the Senate a bill con-
taining two features, one covering private operation under
Government conirol, the other Government operation under
Government control. The House had previously passed a bill
which had provided practically for Government control and
private operation, the Ford measure. So that the issue involved
was the choice between those two, the House, technically speak-
ing, standing for private operation and Government control,
under the Ford plan, duplicating the first part of the Senator’s
bill. The other was the proposition of Government control.
Now, the Senator seeks to put those of us who vote against his
measure in the position of being in favor of Government owner-
ship and control, as confradistingunished to private operation
and Government control, when he knows that there were those
on this side who believed in Government operation and control
until the final development of the plant.

With the issue as it now stands, the Senator has practically
affirmed that the last proposition in his bill was never in the
minds of those who are backing up the legislation which he
proposes to put through; that he is willing to go to the extent
of indirectly aspersing the integrity of Members of this body
and of breaking a precedent of all these years’ standing in order
that he may force through a provision for leasing the property
under the terms of his particular measure.

Of counrse, I do not know what action the Senate may take
upon the monstrous proposition he has brought here to-day, but
I had made up my mind, and I still stand on the conclusion,
that I would not put myself in a position where, even as the
agent of this body, I wounld be a party to a contract which I
did not belleve justifiable from any standpoint, and I was not
going to put my name to a conference report and put my Goy-
ernment in the attitnde of giving to private individuals the
means by which 110,000,000 people have hoped to solve one of
the great economlie problems of this country.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I do not want to occupy
the time of the Senate unduly, but I can not let the remarks
of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr, Smrta] go by with-
out expressing myself on the record.

I have served in this body for a great many years. I Iave
always endeavored to attribute proper motives to my col-
leagues, and I think I have done so. I have endeavored to
treat them with courtesy, and I think I have done so. 1 realize
that there may be an appeal to other Senators when a Senator
tries to put himself in the position of having been abused by
somebody, but if anything has been said in this debate which
might leave a yellow streak across the back of the Senator from
South Carolina, I have not said it; it has not come from me. I
have said from the beginning that I attributed no improper mo-
tives to the men who may be senior on the committee, but that I
did not desire to have them serve on a conference committee
considering a bill in which I was interested, because they were
not friendly to the bill. The Senator from South Carolina has
Jjust reasserted his position.
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The rules of the Senate stating:that conferees must be chosen
from Senators friendly to the legislation, and giving me the
right, as a Senator, to move the election of conferees, I think
that others in reach of my voice clearly understand, even if
the Senator from. South Carolina can not, that I haye not made
this motion for the purpose of making personal refiections or
attributing to men improper conduct. I have only said that I
wanted, conferees on this, bill whose attitude was friendly to
its becoming a law. Senators- whose names [ have. not men-
tioned, and especially the Senator from. Somth Carolina, have
distinetly said that they were opposed to the legislation. The
Senator from South Carolina has gone so far as to say that
hie wonld not s/gn a conference report on: the bill. How, under
those circnmstances, he ean attribute to me an efforf to be-
smirch his private personal character is beyond my compre-
hension, when T merely owe it to those whose views I repre-
sent to try to have conferees appointed who reflect a legis-
lative view, and have nothing to do with the personal charuc-
ters of these men.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator had listened
carefully to what I said, he knows that I did: not aitribute: to
him any belief tlat the conferees who would normally have
been appointed were other than men of integrity—t{he Senator
from Orezon and the Senator from Xebraska—that they were
otlier than what he knew them to be; but that in order to put
through his bill' and take no chances he was willing to in-
voke a rule which had never been invoked, and by the very
invoking of the rule he did the thing to which I have taken
exception.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I differ with the Sena-
tor from South Carolina and with those others who have said
that this rule has never been invoked before. It has been,
thongh I coucede it is rarely invoked. I read from statements
in regard to it.

That rul: is the law of the Senate, and it is a proper law.
It is perfectly proper and right that when the Senate reaches
a conclusion and is about to send a bill: to. conference, in all
honesty to itself, without any reflection whatever on the men
who hold the other viewpoint, it is entitled to have men who
desire to have the legisiation passed to which the Senate has
agreed as its ambassadors to the conférence commiftee. I
recognize that in the matter of great supply bills and revenue
bills that is often impossible as to many items, but it is not
impossible with regard to this bill. The only thing I have
attributed to the Senator from South Carplina or to the
Senator from Nebraska in this matter is that they were in
entire disagreement with the viewpoint as expressed by the
vote of the Senate itself:

More than that, I am perfectly willing to say that, whether
the rule is:invoked now or not, in the interest of the American
people, in the interest of legislation which reflects the view-
point of their representatives, the rnle is perfectly right;
and it is the proper position for any legislative body to take;
it is in accord with the fundamental prineiples of the Ameri-
can Government that men who go on a commitiee to represent
a viewpoint should be men selected who actually at heart
believe in the position they go to represent, and there wounld
be far less misrepresentation in the Government if that rule
were observed all the time instead of merely being' observed
by its breach.

Mr; EDGE. Mr. President; this situation appeals to me as
being a very contradictory one; Practically all of the Senators
who have spoken have agreed with the sentiments expressed
by the Senator from Nebraska, and also those expressed by the
Senator from Alabama, that in the very nature of things con-
ferees should be friendly to the legislation they are supposed to
represent; but Senators at the same time are opposing the
motion of the Senator from Alabama.

So far as I am concerned, speaking entirely apart from the
legislation at issue, it appeals to me that the rule of seniority,
so. for as it applies to the naming of conferees, is a very un-
fortunate one. It means, generally speaking, that the same
fenators. on either side are always chosen as conferees. I do
not question at all their knowledge or ability to carry out their
work and to do it without being influenced by their personal
viewpoints.

I believe conferees appointed on any measure shonld' be
Senators convinced that the measure they are to consider in
conference is correet and is right. They know it represents
necessarily the will of the majority, or it would not have been
passed, and they should go into conference with the enthusiasm
of believing the measure should become a law. This view is

not a reflection on the desire of any Senator to represent the

majority, even though he may have disagreed with them during
the debate or the consideration of the measure.

But this particnlar: situation, with the Senator from Ne-
braska, the Senator from South Carolina, and the Senator from
Georgia all' taking the position that the conferees should be
friendly: to the legislation as passed and then assailing the
Senator from Alabama becaunse he is endeavoring to put throngh
that very motion, is unusual. Any time such a motion is made;
if & Senator desires to so take it, it will be a possible reflection
on the senior: Senator who might not be named. Any time the
effort is made the same explanations will be necessary.

I am speaking, as I said at the outset, from the geueral
standpoint. I believe in the rule of seniority within reason-
able Iimits. I disagree with it absolutely as a definite com-
mitment that certain members of committees are supposed to
represent;the Senate in conferences on legislation that is passed.
For that reason, when the matter comes to & vote on the mo-
tion made by the Senator from Alabama, without in any way
considering it the slightest reflection on any Member who may
be senior to those he has suggested, I shall consider that it
simply establishes. a precedent; a precedent which shounld be es-
tablished, a precedent which perhaps never has been established,
but which we agree should be established. The mill will not run
with water that has passed, and we will never establish a prece-
dent unless by a vote of the Senate. It seems to me thisisa good
opportunity to meet a modern condition and to have Members
of the Senate represent it who are selected primarily with the
thonght- that they believe in the measure and that they can
argue for the measure in a conference of representatives of’
the two Houses.

Mr; McNARY. Mr: President, I have never had any inten-
tion of permitting myself to serve as a conferee in this par-
ticular conference; but not by being disqualified; indeed, I
am sure that I could render service such as is: required by
the rules of the Senate. I am conscious of the fact that the
chairman of the committee and the ranking Democrat and
even myself would have conformed to the rules of the Senate
and the precedents to which reference has been made.

1 have had enough of Muscle: Shoais, T think it was in
1918, when a very dear friend now passed beyond these limits,
former Senator Gronna, was: chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture and: Forestry, that 1 as one of the members of
the committee started to hold hearings on Muscle Shoals. T
have been wedded to it with fidelity. At this particular juue-
ture, while I have no particular complaint against the Under-
wood bill, I do not think it is the best species of legislation
that could be fashioned. I do not feel under the circum-
stances that it would be a pleasure for me to serve as 4 mem-
ber of the conference committee. I see nothing personal in
the whole situation.

Entertaining that view I am wondering how T can get out
from: this: tremendous honor that has been thrust upon me by
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKrrrar] including my
name in his motion. Heretofore I have had to seek my
honors: and the task has not always been an easy one. Now,
as a serioms parlinmeantary situation, this is one honor that
I want to escape. I decline to serve. 1 decline to be a can-
didate: What I need is some little help aud assistance to get
out from under the situation, and I appeal to the Chair:

Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. I want to have
my name taken off' of the list which has been presented.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr: Fess in the chalr).
Chair-is helpless in the matter.

to decide.

Mr. McNARY. Then I move, if the amendment is not in
the third degree, that the name of the senior Senator from Ore-
gon be eliminated from the amendment offered by thg Seuator
from Tennessee.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from Tennessee is not present,
but so far as I'am concerned I will accept the amendment of
the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. McNARY. I thank the Senator from Alabama. I un-
derstand the motion has been unanimously agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the sunbstitute oifered by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
McKELLAR].

Mr. HARRIS, Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk will call the roll

The principal legislative clerk ealled the roll, and the follow-
ing Senators. answered to their names:

The
It is a matter for the Senate

Ashurst Bruce Cunrmins Fernald
Ball Bursum. Curtis Ferris
Bayard' Cameron Dale Fess
Bingham Capper Dill Fleteher
Borah Caraway Edge Frazier
Brookhart Copeland Edwards George
. Broussard Couzens Ernst Glass
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Gooding MeKellar Pittman Stanfield
Hale McKinley Ralston Stanley
Harreld McLean Hansdell Sterling
Harris McNary Leed, Mo Swanson
Heflin Means Reed, Pa Trammell
Howell Moses Sheppard Underwood
Jobugon, Calif. Neel Bhields Wadsworth
Johnson, Minn., Nor Shipstead Walsh, Mass,
Jones, N. Mex. Oddie Shortridge Walsh, Mont.
Jones, Wash, Overman Simmons Warren
Kendrick Owen Smith Weller
Keyes l'esuper Smoot Wheeler
King Phipps Epencer Willis

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty Senators have answered
to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr. President, I merely want to say a word.
I do not regard the motion of my colleague as any reflection
upon the Senators who are the ranking members of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. I am a member of that
committee. I am personally very fond of all three of the
Senators who are the ranking members, the ranking Democrat
on our side, the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SarTH],
the ranking Republican, the chairman of the committee [Mr,
Noueis], and the Senator from Oregon [Mr, McNazy]l. But
there is no doubt that the dominant thought of the Senate Is
entitled to be represented on the conference committee, and
when we seek to get Senators who represent that thonght and
have to- disregard Senators who are bitterly antagonistic to
the view of the Senate we make no reflection upon those latter
Senators. There is nothing of that sort involved here, because
1 know that the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH],
able and strong man that he is, man of deep convictions, is
earnestly and honestly against the Underwood bil. I am
sincerely for the bill, which has the Ford fertilizer provision
in it, and I would rather have somebody on the conference
committee whe is for the bill, who will represent the thought
and action of the Senate on the bill. That is all that we are
trying to get. I hope the Senator from South Carolina and
the other Senators mentioned will not feel that they are
reflected upon in the matter,

AMr. UNDERWOOD. On the sobstitute of the Senator from
Tennessee, I demand the yeas and nays,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it

Mr. McNARY. The Chair did not rule nupon my motion of
a few moments ago, nor did the Chair answer the parlia-
mentary ingniry I propounded ; namely, if, under the rules, I
am forced to be an unwilling candidate. I now desire to with-
draw my name.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair would state that
it is within the power of the Senate to permit the withdrawal
of a Senator's name, and not in the power of the Senator him-
gelf to withdraw his name. The only thing the Chair could
guggzest would be cooperation with the Senator who offered the
motion. If the Senator from Oregon could persnade him to
withdraw the Senator's name, it would be all right. The
Chair is helpless in the matter.

Ar. WALSH of Massachusetts. Can not the Senator ask
unanimous consent to have his name withdrawn?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes: the Senator's name may
be withdrawn by unanimouns censent.

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator will net do that. Let
ns have a fair and square vote on the proposition. The Sena-
tor ean resign his place on the committee, but I hope he will
not do so.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

AMr. McNARY. Mr. President, my resignation is to take ef-
fect immediately following the vote. [Laughter.] i

Mr. HEFLIN. I wish to make this inguiry: What use is
there to take up the time of the Senate to go through the
form of voting for a candidate who has stated that he does
not desire to be voted for and will not serve if elected?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is not a parliamentary
inguiry. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The reading clerk proceeded to eall the roll,

Mr. CURTIS (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RopIn-
gox ], but on this vote I am at Iiberty to vote, and I vote “nay.”

Mr., McNARY (when his name was called). On this motion
1 am paired with another candidate for the position of con-

feree, the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Hammisox]. Not
knowing how he would vote, I withhold my vote.
Mr. OWEN (when his name was ecalled). I transfer my

pair with the Benator from West Virginia [Mr. ELxing] to the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosixsox] and vete “nay.”

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). On this vote
I am paired with the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.

Burrer]. I understand that if he were present he would vote
“nay,” and if T were at liberty to vote I should vote “ yea.”

The roll call was coneluded.

Mr. PHIPPS. On this vote I am paired with the junlor
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Diac]. I am informed that
if he were present he would vote as I intend to vote. There-
fore I am at liberty to vote. I vote *nay.”

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the negative). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator frem New Mexico
[Mr. Joxes]. I had supposed he was in the Chamber, but I
find that he has not voted. I transfer my pair to the junior
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, Mercarr] and will let my
vote stand.

The result was announced—yeas 35, nays 33, as follows:

YEAS—335
Borah George Kendrick Simmons
Brookhart Glass McEellar Bmoot
Broussard Goodin McLean Stanfleld
Capper Harrel Neely Swanson
Copeland Harris Overman Wadsworth
Conzens Howell Ralston Walsh, Mass,
Dale Johnson, Calif. Ra ‘Walsh, Mont.
Dill Johnson, Minn.  Sheppard Wheeler
Frazier Jones, Wash, Shipstead

NAYS—33
Ball Edwards Moses Stanley
Bayard Ernst Oddie Bterling
Bingham Fernald Owen Underwood
Bruce Ferris Pepper Warren
Bursum Fess Ph?ppa Weller
Caraway Fletcher Pittman Willis
Cummins Hale Reed, Pa,
Curtis Heflin Shields
Edge Means Spencer

NOT VOTING—28

Ashurst Harrison MeCormick Reed, Mo.
Butler Jones, N. Mex, MeKinley Robinson
Cameron Keyes MeNary Shertridge
Dial Mnii%d Bmith
Elkins Lad Me ftephens
Gerry La Follette Norbeck Trammell
Greene Lenroot Norris Watson

So Mr. McKerLar's motion was agreed to.

Mr. CURTIS and Mr. UNDERWOOD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CURTIS. Has the vote been completed on the alterna-
tive proposition? As I understood, the vote was taken only
on the substitute amendment of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr, MocKELLAR].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair wishes to state
that on inquiry of the parliamentarian the Chair was informed
that there was but one vote necessary. The occupant of the
Chair would thihk that the vote was simply a preference of
the substitate over the original motion, but the practice of the
Senate, the Chair understands, requires only a vote on one
motion. Therefore the Chair has ruled that the substitute
having been agreed to, the appointment of the econference
committee is already made.

Mr. SMOOT. Is it not a fact that there could be another
amendment offered at this time? Suppose a Senator wished
to offer an amendment?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, it seems to me that some one
has misinformed the Chair in reference to the practice of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of the
chair is very willing to leave the matter open. It is his judg-
ment that there ought to have been another vote. However,
the Chair has been informed that such is not the practice of
the Senate,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I was called out of the Cham-
ber for a moment——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will make short
work of it and will regard the adoption of the substitute as
being only a preference over the original motion made by the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD].

Mr. UNDERWOOD. We had a record vote; the Senate de-
cided the question; and I accept the decision of the Chair.
There are no technicalities to be raised. There were 33 votes
one way and 35 votes the other way, and there is no use to
waste time about the matter.

AMr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I was called out of the Cham-
ber during the debate and came back while the calling of the
roll was taking place. Was the motion of the Benator from
Tennessee [Mr. McEetLar] modified in any way during my
absence?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was not.

Mr. NORRIS. Who are the conferees on the part of the
Senate,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The conferees on the part of
the Senate are the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris], the
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Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary], and the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. SaurH].

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, for the reasons which I pre-
viously gave during the debate, I must decline to act as -one
of the conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, may I express the hope that
the Senator from Nebraska will not decline?

Mr. NORRIS. I do decline.

Mr. BRUCE.® I desire to say that if we are to have as con-
ferees Members of the Senate who were originally opposed to
the bill, I do not know any Member of the Senate whom I had
rather see one of the conferees than the Senator from Ne-
braska, because it is my opinion, from what I have seen of
him in parliamentary action, that as a conferee he will dis-
charge his full duty to the bill and present the case of the
Senate as effectively as it conld be expected to be presented.

Mr. McNARY. Mr, DPresident, agreeably to my statement
while an unwilling candidate, I, too, must decline to serve
as a conferee, and I am serious in my refusal so to act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The statements of the two
Senators are before the Senate.

Mr. McNARY. I ask unanimous consent to be relieved from
service as a conferee on the matter now pending before the
Senate. )

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Oregon? The Chair hears none,
and the Senator is relieved.

Mr. NORRIS. A parliamentary inquiry. Does not the decli-
nation of a Senator relieve him from service?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thinks not.

Mr. NORRIS. Then, if that be the ruling of the Chair, I
ask unanimous consent that I also may be relieved from
service on the conference committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there ohjection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Nebraska? The Chair hears none,
and it is granted.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, President, I recognize the decision
of the Senate. I compliment the Senators on the position they
have taken. It is playing true to form.

I desire to move the election of Senators Keves and Laop to
fill the vacancies on the conference committee,

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. WADSWORTI. In examining the list of the members
of the Commitfee on Agriculture and Forestry it would seem
that Senator CarpEr and Senator Keves are+the next in the
order of seniority, following Senators Norwis and McNary. Is
there any objection to following the rule and selecting Senator
Carper and Senator Keves?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator that my mo-
tion was to have, and I still think we ought to have, on the
committee Senators who voted for the bill. The Senate by one
vote has taken the other position; and, as that is the viewpoint
of the Senate I will simply conclude the matter by asking
unanimous consent that Senator Keyes and Senator CArper be
elected to fill the vacancies on the conference committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, as I understand, it is Sena-
tors Capper and KeYES, Senator Cappek being first in order on
the list.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Whichever is the senior Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is entirely satisfactory to me.

Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. President, I simply want to inquire of
the Senator from Alabama if he is proposing to appeint two or
three conferees; Senator SmrtH not having signified his accept-
ance or rejection of the designation?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Senator SMITH stated a while ago that
he would not sign the conference report; but he is elected,
and it is up to him to decline if he wants to.

Mr. SIMMONS, Then the Senator has named only two?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Two; that is all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
unanimous-consent request? The Chair hears none, and the
conferees are elected accordingly.,

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I shall have to decline to serve
as a conferee on this matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kansas
asks unanimous consent to be relieved from service on the
committee. Is there objection? The Chair hears none.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, it has been ealled to
my attention that Senator Lapp is out of the city. Senator
McKINLEY a while ago declined to serve, Is he in the Cham-

ber? I think he is the next member. I ask unanimous consent
that Senator McEKixLEY be put on the committee to fill the
vacancy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Alabama? The Chair hears none,
and the conferees are Senators Keyes, McKINLEY, and SMITH.

Mr. MOSES obtained the floor,

Mr. SMITH. 'Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?
I want to keep up the connection between the various actions
of the Senate in reference to the famous Muscle Shoals propo-
sition, so that there will not be a break which might lead to
some misunderstanding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. MOSES. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina
for that purpose only.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, all of us know that the action
of the Senate in passing the Underwood bill in its present
form is practically the only thing that is going to be before
the conference committee. In view of the action of the Senate
in its vote a moment ago, which I felt sure would take place,
and in its majority expression, in which it has reaffirmed, as
it had a right to reaffirm, its confidence in its Members, 1 ask
unanimous consent that my name be withdrawn as one of the
conferees. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to this re-
quest? The Chair hears none.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. President, will the Senator from
New Hampshire yield to me for just a moment?

Mr, MOSES. 1 yield.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Harrisox be appointed to fill the vacancy.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I ean not yield the floor for
that purpose, because I wish to ask unanimouns consent that
the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNperwoop] be named
as the third conferee,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would rather not. I will state to
the Senator that I prefer to have Senator HarrisoN chosen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, having listened to the argu-
ment presented by the senior Senator from Alabama in favor
of the proposal that friends of the measure should constitute
the conferees, I do not think I ean yield for that purpose.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask the Senator to yield. I
should be glad to serve, of course; but, while I do not like to
say so, I really have been half sick and half well for the past
two or three weeks, half the fime in bed, and I should very
much prefer to have Senator Harrisox chosen.

Mr. MOSES, Mr. President, I am so well advised by one of
the conferees just chosen by the Senate with reference to this
matter that I ean not yield to the Senator for that purpose, and
therefore I must insist upon presenting my own unanimous-
consent request. Of course, if the Senator from Alabama
wishes to object, he can prevent himself from being a conferee.

Mr., UNDERWOOD. 1 shall have to object on that account,
Mr. President.

Mr. MOSES, Very well.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 now ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Harrisox be appointed to fill the vacancy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to that
request?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, the Senate has just de-
cided that these conferees should be chosen in the regular order
of their standing on the committee. Mr. Harrison is one of
the most devoted and splendid friends I have or ever have
had. There is no man in this body that I like any better than
Patr Harrisox ; but in view of the action taken by me in stand-
ing by the rules of the Senate and in view of the action of the
Senate I shall object, and I ask unanimous consent that Joserx
E. Raxsperr, of Louisiana, the next man on the committee, be
made one of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard to the re-
quest of the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, this is a very disputed
question. The vote of the Senate was 35 one way and 33 the
other. Senator Raxspern is a man of eminent ability. I sung-
gested Senator Hamrrison because I had originally moved Sen-
ator Harrisox's appointment. If Senator Raxspern is willing
to serve and carry out the purpose of the Senate, of course I
raise no objection to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Tennessee?

My, NORRIS. Mr. President——

Mr, MOSES. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska.
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Mr. NORRIS. Why does the Senator from Alabama first
propound to the Senator from Louisiana a question that he
did not propound to the other Senators who were to be ap-
pointed? He did not ask them to testify.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I correct myself. The Senator is prob-
ably right. I should not have expressed myself in that way.
I should have gaid, being assured, as I know Senator RANSDELL,
that he will carry out the viewpoint of the Senate, I do not
object.

gl'he PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and Senator Raxsperr is chosen a member of the
conference committee.

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President—

Mr. MOSES. I yield to the Senator from Louisiana,

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not believe any Member of this body
would coneeive that I would fail to obey any law adopted by
Qongress; but I am not in sympathy with the principles of
the Underwood bill as it was passed here by a very small ma-
jority, and it has not yet become a law, and I respectfully ask
to be excused from serving on this committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to this re-
quest? The Chair hears none.

Mr, MOSHES., Mr. President——

Mr. McKEELLAR. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. MOSES. No, Mr. President, I can not yield fo any-
body, becanse in view of all the circumstances I now renew
my request for unanimous consent that the senior Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Uspeewoon] shall be the remaining conferee on
this committee,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to this re-

est?
q“Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President—

Mr. MOSES, I implore the senlor Senmator from Alabama
not to object.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not care to serve, and do not wish
to serve, and had no intention of serving; but as the Senate is
going around in a cirele some solution will have to be made of
this question, and if every man in the Senate desires me to go
to conference and represent my viewpoint on it I shall not
object.

AMr. NORRIS. Mr. President—

Mr. MOSES. I yield to the Senator,

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator from Alabama ought to
be on the conference committee. The only objection I could
have to the procedure is that the Senator from New Hampshire
in putting him on did not first put him on the stand and ask
him whether, if he was appointed, he would follow out the
wishes of the Senate.

Alr. MOSES. Mr. President, that being a perfectly pertinent
question, I now ask the Senator from Alabama if he will stand
by the decision of the Senate as recorded in its vote on the
Muscle Shoals measure?

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Althongh not desiring to go on the con-
ference committee, I can give the Senator from New Hampshire
my assurance that I will stand by it as long as there is any
standing to be done. :

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. MOSES. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. I desire to request unanimous consent that
the next man on the committee, Senator Joux B. KEXDRICK, be
selected as a conferee.

Mr. MOSES. I can not yield for that purpose, Mr. President.
Therefore I now press my request for unanimons consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. McKEELLAR. I object.

Mr. MOSES. Very well; I still maintain the floor, and I
yield to the Senator from Tennessee,

Mr. McKELLAR. I now ask unanimous consent that the
next man on the committee, Senator KExprick, of Wyoming, be
selected as a conferee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate lias heard the re-
gquest. Is there objection? The Chair hears none.

THE FRENCH DEBT

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, just a few moments ago I
had to object to a unanimous-consent request in reference to
the Benator from Mississippi [Mr. Hagrisox]. Last night, Mr.
President, the Senator from Mississippi delivered one of the
most eloguent and one of the best speeches 1 have read in a
long time; and I now ask unanimous consent that part of it
be printed in the REcorD. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest? The Chair hears none.

The matter referred to is here printed, as follows:

BENATOR HARRTSON'S BFEECH, IN PART, BEFORE NATIONAL FOOD FRO-
DUCERS’ ASSOCIATION AT CINCINNATI, OHIO, JANUARY 27, 1925

There 18 no foreign country the happiness and welfare of which
calls for our sympathy more than France. Her long and continuned
friendship, evidenced in her graciousness during the dark days of the
Revolution by leaning to Amerlca her immortal Lafayette, gnd render-
ing substantial asslstance to us in a thousand other ways, has drawn
the twe peoples into the closest friendship. Those incidents tbat have
emblazoned our history and redounded to our credit should not be for-
gotten, and the more recent commeoen cause, in which the boys of France
and those of America fought side by side for humanity and eiviliza-
tlon, should retain that mutual sympathy and ellicit always a common
admiration. But the heart of a nation is not always reflected In the
movements of its leaders,

Ne people sympathized with France, not only in ber struggle doring
the dark days of the recent great World War but In the many complex
problems resulting from that war, more than did our own. With the
attitude of Germany written in the destruction of her cities and the
loss of her splendid manbood, it was natural that immediately follow-
ing the war France should have felt some anxiety about her future
and to have exercised proper caution—to have seen proper guaranties
for her protection maintained. But slx years have now passed since
the signing of the armistice—quite a sufficient time for war conva-
lescence and economic readjustment. Without minimizing in the least
the high price paid by Franee in that great struggle, the sacrifices
made by her allles must be considered,

What is the situation to-day? True, every other allled eountry fol-
lowing that feverish condition of militarism, adopted a policy of read-
justment, finding rellef in the cutting down of large standing armies
and the curtailment of naval construction. Not so with France. From
the armistice up to this good hour she has expended lavishly in the
maintenance of large armies and In the preparation of other war
activities. No other country has adopted or pursued a like policy. It
is not the provinee of one government to critielze the domestic policies
of another. It might not be in good taste for a citizen of one country
to voice strictures upon the domestic program of another government ;
but when the domestic policies of France are so interwoven with the
domestic welfare of this country, the cause justifies the means.

It can not be forgotten that in the prosecution of the great World
War not only did we send our boys to France to fight and die and
render substantial assistance in every way but when the finances of
the world were shot to pieces and the interest rates mpon the loans to
France, Great Britain, Italy, and the other allled countries ranged from
T to 8 per cent, and often could not be obtained even at those rates, it
was thiz Government that loaned to those countries in fixed terms bil-
lons of dollars to prosecute the war and make victory certain. At the
time these loans were mede for which the Ameriean taxpayer was
obligated, there was not a man or woman in this country who did not
believe that if victory crowned the efforts of the Allles, that every
farthing would be pald. What is the result? To-day the American
people are being taxed at the rate of 434 per cent annually, or approxi-
mately $11,000,000,000, with no payments yet being made by France,
Italy, Belglum, and other of the smaller allied counirles.

Greet Britain, acting with the usual promptness that has marked the
progress of her history, and sealous of her credit and the maintenance
of her natiomal integrity, has in high faith funded her debt to us.
There can be little doubt that her financlers and statesmen represented
well and creditably that great Government in the negotiatlons with our
commissioners, They did not pay all that the promise exacted, but
what they have agreed to pay and what they are apnually paying met
the approval not only of our commissloners but of our Government as
well. Instead of the b per cent interest rate obligated, it is quite true
that we are only recelving 3 per cent until 1932 and for G0 years there-
after 814 per cent. But every year, because of the promptness of
Great Britain in funding that debt, the American taxpayer is being
relieved from taxes of approximately $175,000,000.

France to-day owes this Government upward of three and three-
fourths billlons of dollars. Italy owes us approximately §2,000,000,000,
and other European ecountries totaling approximately $2,000,000,000.
With the exception of Great Britain and four other small countries,
none of these governments has made a move or exhibited any ineli-
nation toward funding ite debts.

Of all the questions to-day confronting the American people, none is
more important than that of tax reduction. That being true, the early
funding of the European debt, bringing with it the beneficial results of
reduced taxes to the American people, Is a question in which the
American people should feel deeply interested and one which this
administration should exert ity every effort to promote,

1 would not say that the failure of these Governments to fund
their debts is the fallure of omr Government to prosecute the matter.
I have great confidence in the high statesmanship and practical
business qualities of the State Department and the commissioners
appointed by this Governmeut to earry on its negotiations. They

| may have done everything possible, No doubt they have; but the
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more they haye done and the greater the efforts extended to ad-
just the matter makes the guilt the greater of those Governments
that have falled to aet. The publication recently of the French
budget and the failure fo disclose therein any mention of its debt
to the United States, as well as the speech of Louis Marin in the
French House of Deputies recently, has made it an issue legitimate
for diseussion, not only here, but abroad. The interest that the pub-
lieation of the budget aroused in America and the strong criticisms
that it called forth from practically every source has brought to
the front the remarkable statement that the Minister of Finance
has made a tentative proposal that France was willing to fund the
debt, but only upon an SO-year time limit with an Interest at the
expiration of 10 years of one-half of 1 per cent. It seems there is
in France another element Lent upon repudiation and total cancella-
tion. If I should express to you my feelings, and I am sure your
feelings, over the ungrateful sentiments and unwise statements of
Marin, you woulld think me enerpaching upon the proprieties of the
coccasion, and indulging too freely In unparlinmentary language.
Suffice it to say the speech was unwise, imprudent, and unworthy
of a Frenchman.

It must not he forgotten in the consideration of these questions
that the national wealth of Great Britaln is only about twelve billlons
greater than that of France, while the per capita tax in Great Dritain
fn 1923 was approximately three times as great as that in France.
The average tax borne by the citizenship of Great Britaln in 1923
was $76.32 and the per capita tax in France in 1923 was $28.23.

It will be seen, therefore, that the burden of taxation in France
to-day is not near so heavy as it is in Great Britain, and no country
in all the world at this time is blessed with a higher degree of pros-
perity than is France. In these circumstances, what reason can be
advanced why greater partiality and better treatment should be ex-
tended to her than was extended by our Government to Great
PBritain and four other smaller countrles in the funding of thelr
debts?

What reason could be advanced why the Interest rate upon the loan
to Great Britain should be 314 per cent and that to France one-half of
1 per cent? What reason should there be that the time of making
paymenis by France should be extended to 80 years while Great
Britain, Finland, I'oland, Lithuania, and Hungary are granted 62
years?

From the reparations settlement no country fared quite as well as
France, and the long delay in the final settlement of that question is
due to France more than any other country. If I interpret correctly
the feelings of the American Congress, and understand the sentiments
and heart throbs of the Amerlcan people, I am quite sure that it is
not only against the cancellation of one cent of the European debt to
us but that the terms of payment should be the same to all European
countries, and no better treatment accorded to France and Italy and
Belginm than to Great Britain, Poland, Finland, Lithuania, and Hun-
gary.

It must not be forgotten that if the people of America had exacted
every cent that was due by the promise—upward of three billions of
dellars—more than the amount finally agreed upon would have been
pald by Great Britain alone, And if, upon the same terms that the
debt was funded to Great Britain, the debts should be funded by the
other European countries, we will have then surrendered approximately
$7,000,000,000 less than there would be due us,

1 have discnssed these matters for the reason that the question of
taxation is all important, and If we are ever able to relieve business
and the overburdened taxpayer of America it maust come in large meas-
ure from the prompt funding of our European indebtedness, The time
was, and it was only a few years ago, when in one of the national
campalgns the issue was made that the party in power had made pos-
sible a billlon-dollar Congress. In this great and growing eountry of
ours we have reaclhied In normal times the place where it s necessary for
approximately a three-and-one-half-billion-dollar budget. The Govern-
ment to-day Is doing everything it can to reduce these large expendi-
tures, but we all must realize that, because of the many agencies
created by the Federal Government and the obligations incurred, the
Itudget is about eut to the quick. It, of course, must be conceded that
it will be reduced as our national debts are redeemed and the Interest
charges are removed,

If the national debt is to be reduced and the Interest eliminated and
taxes correspondingly reduced, then the most practical and appropriate
means is throngh the immediate funding of the European Indebtedness,
liow great would be the restrictions on business removed and the
burdens of the American taxpayer lifted if under similar terms written
in our agreement with Great Britain we could fund the balance of the
European indebtedness and receive every year from that source up-
wards of $400,000,000. By such a policy not only would a part of the
interest annually collected from the Ameriean taxpayer upon our
Government's bonded indebtedness be paid, but the amount annually
being received applied to the redemption of our bonds would bring an
era of debt payments iucreasing annually until a bright day of eco-
nomie¢ freedom and social contentment would shine upon us,

If upwards of $400,000,000 a year could be received by this Govern-
ment from the funding of fthe whole European indebtedness, tho
American Congress on that ifem alone would be able immediately to
reduce income and corporation taxes practically one-third, And in the
snceeeding years, due to less requirements of interest charges, these
taxes could be reduced until within a very reasonable time they could
be negligible, The crystalized public opinion of America should let
those who control the affairs of this Government know, and they in
turn should let our foreign debtors know that immediate action should
be taken touching this very important question, that good understand-
ing shall not be marred and international financial stability and world
economic understanding may be promoted.

Under the growing tendencies of the times the American people have
forgotten the philosophy of the fathers and the theories upon which

- this Government was founded. For everything and in every way the
Federal Government is petitioned and expected and too often assumes
responsibilities and performs duties for which it was never contem-,
plated. The old philosophy that those least governed are the hest
governed is as true to-day as when it was enunclated 125 years ago.

Instead of permitting honest business to follow its natural course,
unshackled by unnpecessary regulations and restrictions, the Federal
Government in late years has constituted itself the wet nurse to every
legitimate business in America, Of course, there are tlmes when
illegitimate and dishonest business becomes so tyrannical and selfish
that it must be shown and the way must be pointed out in which it
must travel, with signs posted against trespass under penalties against
encroachments upon the rights of others. But too often are laws so
radically written that in order to detect the dishonest we unne rily
destroy the legitimate rights of the honest. It is not the spirit of our
insitutions that honest endeavor should be checked, that legitimate
enterprise should be shackled, or that business freedom should be
molested. The constant growth of American industrles and their domi-
nant position in the economic affalrs of the Nation came not through
favors granted by the Government nor policies adopted by it. Of
course, some interests and some industries profit by certain govern-
mental policies that permit inequitable advantage over other interests
and other industries, but In a broad sense the growth of industries in
this country and thelr present dominant pesition came through the
genlus and efficlent management of those who direct them. No enter-
prise can possibly succeed unless it is managed by those who are
familiar with that business and understand its difficult and many per-
plexing operations. No Government employee, working upon a small
salary, such as our Federal Government pays, is competent to tell those
of large affalrs, who have made a success of their business, the wisest
manner in which to conduct if. There was never a more aunspiclons
time than now to follow that practice proclaimed by a former President,
of “Less government in business and more business in government.”

POSTAL SALARIES AND POSTAL RATES

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 8674) reclassifying the salaries of
postmasters and employees of the Postal Service, readjusting
their salaries and compensation on an equitable basis, increas-
ing postal rates to provide for such readjustment, and for
other purposes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEorce].

ti—[:h WALSH of Massachusetts, Let the amendment be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
amendment.

The Reaprxe CLErg. On page 39, it is proposed to strike out
from line 5 to line 14, both inclusive, of the committee amend-
ment, and in lieu thereof to insert the following:

In the case of the portion of such publications devoted to advertise-
ments the rates per pound or fraction thereof for delivery within the
geveril zones applicable to fourth-class matter shall be as follows (but
where the space devoted to advertlsements does not exceed § per cent
of the fotal space, the rate of postage shall be the same aa if the
whole of such publication was devoted to matter other than advertise-
ments) : For the first and second zones, 114 cents; for the third zone,
2 cents; for the fourth zone, 3 cents; for the fifth zone, 814 cents; for
the sixth zone, 4 cents; for the seventh zone, 5 cents; for the eighth
zone, 534 cents.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, the pending questica being the
amendment presented by the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GEorGE] to section 203 of the pending bill, I simply wish to
call the attention of the Senate to certain facts.

The average rate per pound through all the zones on ad-
vertising matter subject to the second-class privilege in postal
rates is 514 cents. The bill as it came to us, with the recom-
mendations of the Post Office Department, provided for an
average rate through all the zones of 6.625 cents per pound.

The recommendations of the subcommittee and of the full com-
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mittee present a rate of 5.625 cents per pound; in other words,
a reduction of 1 cent per pound from the rates proposed by the
Post Office Department. The rates proposed in the pending
amendment are 3.25 cents per pound, on an average, for the
eight zones, or 3 cents per pound less than the rates proposed
by the department, 214 cents less than the rates now existing,
and 2 cents per pound less than the rates proposed by the
committee. Therefore, upon any consideration, it is manifest
that the adoption of the pending amendment would most seri-
ously curtail the increase in revenue which this bill looks to
bringing about,

It is my own opinion that the argument of the Senator from
Georgia is fallacious in that it reduces the average rate per
pound through the whole of the eight zones to a point where
it can not possibly produce the result which the Senator thinks
will be produced. To my mind it is not possible to reduce the
rates to so low a point as that proposed by the Senator from
Georgla without seriously diminishing the revenue from this
class of postal matter,

It will be observed that the rates reported by the subecom-
mittee, and contained In the amendment which the committee
proposes, and which is found on page 39 of the printed bill,
represent a mean between the higher rates mow existing and
the rates which the Senator from Georgia would now institute,
and it is my opinion, and I think it must be the opinion of Sena-
tors generally, that in dealing with a guestion of this sort it
is much better to strike a mean of the rates than to take either
extreme, whether high or low,

The argument presented by the Senator from Georgia yester-
day was one which carried a considerable personal appeal to
me, first of all because I was one of the Senators who once
voted for these rates as an amendment to a tax bill; but I
voted for those rates at a time when we were not confronted
by the necessity of producing $68,000,000, or as near to that
amount as we could approximate, in postal revenue.

The Senator from Georgia fortified his general argument
with many specific instances of newspapers and periodicals
which would suffer, in some degree at least, if the proposed
rates should be applied. With that phase of the argument I
sympathize thoroughly, because I happen to have passed the
greater portion of my years in connection with small daily
newspapers, which probably are affected by the proposed rates.
If I may take the one newspaper upon which the Senator from
Georgia seemed to lay the greatest emphasis, I hope I may be
permitted to speak out of my own experience and say that any
newspaper with a cireulation of 30,000 which ean not earn
more than $6,300 a year must be very badly managed, I
chance to know of many daily newspapers with cireulations of
no more than a third of 30,000 which earn much more than
$6,300 a year.

The point i3, however, that if we wait for the change in
postal rates until every publication has reached a place where
it can submit to the increase, we will never have legislation.
It must be that somebody will bear a burden whesever in-
creases in the rates of taxation or of postage or of anything
else take place. Consequently I can ngt think that if we wish
to deal sincerely with the subject matter of this legislation
we shall undertake to write our rates about any one news-
paper or about any class of newspapers.

We have already adopted a proviso to this measure which
strikes out, as I believe, certainly $2,000,000 from the revenue
which we hope to derive. I can not but believe that the amend-
ment proposed by the Benator from Georgia would strike out
at least §3,000,000 more, and because I do not wish to see these
rates so mutilated that we can not go forward with the good
purpose which we had in mind when, by an overwhelming ma-
Jjority, seven months ago we voted for these increases in postal
salaries—because of my firm conviction on that point, I urge
the Senate to disagree to the amendment proposed by the Sen-
ator from Georgia. :

AMr. EDGE. Mr. Presidenf, supplementing the viewpoint
presented by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs],
this legislation was inaugurated for the purpose of righting an
admitted wrong by increasing the salaries of postal employees
thronghout the country, I served on the committee preparing
the bill which was vetoed by the President, whose veto was
sustained by the Senate.

The amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia on its
own merits may be in every way justified. I have contended
many times, on the floor of the Senate and elsewhere, that the
question of postal rates was not necessarily related to the ques-
tion of salaries; that the men were entitled to fair salaries;
that it was generally admitted, almost universally admitted,
that the postal employees were not receiving fair salaries, and
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that therefore those salaries should be adjusted, irrespective of
the revenue.

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Benator from Oregon?

Mr. EDGE. I yield. - i

Mr., STANFIELD. I am heartily in accord with the Sena-
tor's remarks, may I say. But I rose to ask the Senator if
he would yield to me to propose an amendment, which I want
to have printed and to lie on the table.

Mr. EDGE. I yield for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
amendment.

The Reapize CrLeErk. On page 49, line 16, the Senator from
Oregon proposes to insert the following: “(b) The pay for
collect-on-delivery service shall be 10 cents for collections not
to exceed §10; 15 cents for collections not to exceed $25; 25
cents for collections not to exceed $50; and 35 cents for collee-
tions not to exceed $100.” Also strike out all of lines 186, 17,
18, and 19 on page 49.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will
printed and lie on the fable,

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I was about to observe that
either the employees in this great branch of the Government
gervice are entitled to the raises in salaries purposed under
the pending measure, and which are exactly the same as were
provided in the measure vetoed, or they are not entitled to such
raises. By an overwhelming vote the Senate decided that they
were enfitled to the increase. The President took exception
to the failure of the Senate to provide the revenue necessary
to meet the raises, and the pending bill is presented for the
pnrpose of endeavoring to meet his objections.

I see considerable merit, from my viewpoint, in the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Georgia. I do not believe
in high postal rates. I believe that more can be accomplished
for the country, generally speaking, by giving the people low
rates of postage on all classes of matter—on parcel post, on
newspapers, magazines, periodicals, even on first-class matter,
developing, as it does, the business of the country. I believa
we conld well afford to meet deficits in the Post Office Depart-
ment through other forms of taxation, because of the great
encouragement, the great contribution to business development,
made possible through reasonable postal charges.

In this case, however, if we are sincerely interested in rais-
ing the salaries of the postal employees, we must meet the con-
dition which is presented to us. We have already had the
experience of passing a bill without providing for raising the
revenue necessary to earry out the purposes of the bill. The
Senate passed upon that matter, and the veto of the President
has been sustained. If we are to raise the salaries of postal
employees we must make an effort to meet the objections of
the P'resident, as evidenced by the recorded vote of this body.

I am so much interested in seeing this wrong righted, in
seeing the postal employees given what I consider to be a fair
wage in comparison with the waged in other industries, that I
am ready to accept, in great part at least, the suggestions of
the committee for raising revenue, hoping that such a bill will
pass and receive the approval of the President, and that the
salaries of the postal employees will be raised. Therefore,
fundamentally agreeing in principle that postal rates shounld be
low, especially on periodicals disseminating information, and
because of the educational value aceruing, yet I believe it is a
mistake at this time to deliberately invite another reversal and
thus put that much further off an advance in wages in favor
of which the Senate has overwhelmingly gone on record.

For that reason, under existing conditions, facing the situ-
ation we all know we are facing, I must oppose at this time at
least the pending amendment.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS

A message from the President of the United States by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had
approved and signed acts and a joint resolution of the follow-
ing titles: ;

On January 26, 1925:

8, 625. An act to extend the time for the construction of a
bridge across the White River at or near Batesville, Ark.; .

8.3202, An act granting the consent of Congress to the city
of Hannibal, Mo., to construct a bridge across the Mississippi
River at or near the city of Hannibal, Marion County, Mo.;

S.3428. Anact authorizing the construction of a bridge across
the Ohio River to connect the city of Portsmouth, Ohio, and
the village of Fullerton, Ky.; E

8. 3610. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge across
the Missouri River near Arrow Rock, Mo.;

be
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§.3611. Anact authorizing the eonstrnction of a bridge across
the Missourl River near St. Charles, Mo.;

8.3621. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Louisiana Highway Commission to comstruet, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the Ouachita River at or near Monroe,
La.;

#, 3042, An act granting the consent of Congress to the State
of Washington to construet, maintain, and operate a bridge
across the Columbia River at Kettle Falls, Wash. ;

§.3043. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge across
the Ohio River between the mumicipalities of Ambridge and
Woodlawn, Beaver County, Pa.; and

8. J. Res. 61, Joint resolution aunthorizing the Director of the
United Btates Veterans' Bureaun to grant a right of way over
United States Veterans' Bureau hospital reservation at Knox-
ville, Towa.

On January 27, 1025:

8.3036. An aet to amend the law relating to timber opera-
tions on the Menominee Reservation in Wisconsin; and

8.3416. An act to authorize the appoinfment of Thomas
James Camp ag a major of Infanfry, Regular Army.

On January 28, 1925:

&.698. An act for the relief of the Great Lakes Engineering
Works ; ;

8. 2689. An act for the relief of the First International Bank
of Sweetgrass, Mont. ;

8.37383. An act to enlarge the powers of the Washington
Hospital for Foundlings and to enable it to accept the devise
and beguest contained in the will of Bandelph T, Warwick;
and

8. 3792, An act to amend section 81 of the Judicial Code.

THE OWNBEY CASE -

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, on yesterday the junior Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr, Herrix], in his personal explanation
on the eriticism made of him in the papers, took occasion—
and, I am suore, mistakenly, because he was misinformed—to
say several fhings about the Delaware conrts and Delaware
justice. I desire to call attention to those and to correct the
errors,

On page 2509 of this morning’s Recorp, beginning at the
fifth paragraph in the last column, the Senator is reported as
having said: -

What do you suppose oceurred in Delaware when appeal was taken
from the lower court to the supreme court of Delaware? The same
judges who tried the case In the court below and who denied him the
right to be heard went up and sat with the other judges and helped
to write the judgment against him for the second time.

As I stated a moment ago, the Senator from Alabama has
been hopelessly misinformed. That is a physical and legal
impossibility, No judge in the Delaware courts who sits
in the counrt below can or may sit in the court above. I have
talked with the Senator from Alabama; I have seen the sources
of his information, and there has been a mistaken statement
on the part of his informant, and while it is quite true that

the Senator from Alabama would not make a mistake in regard

to Delaware justice, nevertheless it is a matter of public
record that he has made this statement, and on behalf of my
State and of the people of my State I desire to correct that
Error.

Again, in the same speech in the second column, page 2594,
after referring to the fact that the statute in guestion under
which Colonel Ownbey had claimed that he was aggrieved and
bad suoffered hardships was repealed, the Senator from Ala-
bama went on to say:

Then what happened? This man went hefore the same court under
that amended statute and tried (o have the judgment opened in order
that he might then tell the truth and produce his testimony and be
permitted to answer the complaint filed ggainst him. PBut the same
court again denled him the right to be beard, upon the ground that
the retroactive amendment affected a judgment which had been already
rendersd by the court, and again they refused to hear him,

Any lay person reading that language, and most of the good
people of this country are laymen, wounld think that justice
had been denied Colonel Owubey at the hands of the courts of
Delaware. What I want fo call attention to is that that was a
retroactive, amendatory statute to the so-called court of Lon-
don custom, which bad theretofore been the law of Delaware
by statute and practice, It was amended, I think, in 1916,
and the amendment was made to he retroactive. DBut when
Colonel Ownbey went back to the Delaware court to obtain
what right he might have, as he conceived his right, he was
met by the statement of the court that “there was a judg-
ment rendered in this court, and no matier how retroactive

the terms of the amendatory statute might be the judgment
stands, and this court has no power to afford you relief.”

I would alse state the fact, the patent fact to all lawyers,
that the Constitution of the United States forbids any State
to pass an ex post facto law, so in that event the Legislature

1 of Delaware, while it might pass a retroactive statute, could

not pass an ex post facto statute impinging upon or in any
way interfering with the judgment of a counrt of law.

PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE AGRICULTUEAL CONFERENCE (8. DOC.
NO, 190)

The PREBIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair) laid
before the Senate the following message from the President of
the United States, which was read, and, with the accompany-
ing report, referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Foresiry and ordered to be printed :

To the Congress of the United States:

Transmitted herewith is a preliminary report of the agri-
cultural conference. It embraces soch recommendations as
the conference wishes to make at this time, I am advised that
while it does not refer to some legislation which is already
pending, that the conference reserves the privilege of making
further suggestions at some fuiure time. As I have great
confidence in the personnel of the conference, and know that
they are representative of a very large part of agriculture,
and that they have given very thoughtful study to the entire
situation, I recommend that their report be embraced in suit-
able legislation at the earliest possible date.

Carvix CooLIDGE.

Tae WHITE HoUsE, January 28, 1925,

CHILD LABOR

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, on the 8th day of this month
the senior Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu] delivered a
very interesting address upon the so-called child labor amend-
ment to the Federal Constitution. I have been reading that
speech over in the last few days and several things in it have
struck me as worthy of eomment, and I desire to submit to the
Senate some views thereon. I shall give the substance of the
points on which I want to comment without reading at large
from the Senator's speech.

On page 1440 of the Recorp he said:

The only basis T ean find in the voluminous literature put out to dis-
eredit the amendment for the assertion that it has been discovered that
the paliey it proclaims comes from Russia, aside from the essential
nature of that polley, lles in the fact that Mrs. Florence Kelley was
an active advocate of the amendment, as she was of the legislation the
failure of which foreed the attempt to revise the Comstitution.

That is the beginning of a paragraph of scouting the so-
called socialistic or communistic backing of the amendment. If
it were merely Mrs. KEelley I would have little to say about it;
but the snggestion, as I take it from the Senator’s speech, is
that we need fear nothing whatever abont the relationship be-
tween Mfs. Kelley and socialistic or communistic societies or
associations. That might be true up to a certain point. It
might be forther true because further on in his speech the
Senator said that the movement in itself for child labor should
not be criticized even if it came out of communistic and Soviet
Russia. But when I find in this connection publications of
societies, communistic or sovietistic or socialistie, then I think
we should take notice of what is going on here in this country.
¥, as the Senator seems to insinuate, this movement did start
as & Russian proposition, let us take it up in this country and
see what the people who were back of it originally still have to
say in regard to the movement.

The Daily Worker is a communist paper published in this
couniry, I am sorry to say, published in Chicago, and I only
read one or two extracts from the number of December 1, 1924,
touching the question of the advoeacy of the child labor amend-
ment, 8o called. This paper necessarily and naturally advocates
the adoption of that amendment. I read from it because I will
have to remark on it from time to time; otherwise I would
merely ask to have it spread in the Recorp:

The Workers Party has lssued a call for a united front of all
workers' organizations to combat the exploitation of children,

It is planned to immediately enlist all labor organlzations, unions,
cooperatives, wemen’s organizations, fraternal orgauizations, and
similar bodies in this campaign.

DOUBLE-EDGED DRIVE

The object of this drive 1& twofold, as follows:

1. Compel the State legislatures to immediately ratify the child
labor amendment to the Constitution,

2. Compel the Btate and Federal legislatures to pass a law pro-
viding for full Government maintepance of all school children of
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workers and poor farmers, without which, the Workers Party de-
clares, a child labor law is nseless,

The statement on policy, organization, and propaganda for this
drive, sent out by the central executive committee of the Workers
Party to all the party’s district organizers, foreign language federa-
tion secretaries, the communist and labor press, is as follows:

STATEMENT OF POLICY

1. To immediately begin intensive agitation in all labor organlza-
tions, uniong, cooperatives, women's organizations, youth organiza-
tions, fraternal organizations, cultural organizations, ete., for a united-
front campaign to fight for the following demands: (a) Compel the
State leglalatures to immediately ratify the child labor amendment to
the Constitution; (b) compel the State and Federal legislatures to
pass a law providing for full Government maintenance of all school
children of workers and poor farmers. The funds for this purpose
to come- from special taxes on high incomes.

2, To begin similar agitation in all organizations of poor farmers,

3. The following slogans should serve as initial slogans in the
campaign, to be supplemented with more and wider political slogans
as the campaign progresses and gains in intensity: (a) Save from
degeneration the youth of the workers and poor farmers, (b) Save
the physical and moral well-being of the future generations of the
workers and poor farmers. (¢) Protect your wages, your unions, and
your standard of living by stopping the exploitation of child labor,
(d) Unionize the working class youth. Every labor union, local and
national, city and State, must establish special youth departments
to organize the young workers and educate them in the class struggle.

Please note there, and before I get through with this thing
I will show that the whole movement so far as communists are
concerned is building up a policy for class struggle alone, and
in the conception of these writers, whom I shall read from, their
whole theory in advocating the- child-labor movement is a
class movement pure and simple. It is not only a class move-
ment, but a so-called financial movement. It is a movement
against wealth—not that I am trying to stand up for wealth
in what I have fo say.

(g) Don't rely upon the C. I. P. A. and La Follette; (h) organize
your own strengih in a united front of workers and poor farmers and
fight for your demands; (1) join and support the Workers Party; (j)
the child-labor amendment is meaningless without Government mainte-
nance of the school children of workers and poor farmers.

ORGANIZING THE TNITED FRONT
1. Local united front conferences to combat exploitation of child

labor, these conferences to consist of organizations of labor and pour |

farmers. L

2. Special effort should be made to draw into these conferences or- |

ganizations of working-class women, youth organizations, and especially
organizations of poor farmers.

Then again in the same paper, in the issue of December 15,

1924, I quote from u donble-leaded statement opposing the

statement of Vice President Marshall of this country, entitled
“An ex-President peddles more hokum for his capitalistic
class.”

The article goes on to say:

Marshall fears that the protection of the children heralds the com-
ing of socialism.
government might concern itself with the welfare of growing boys and
girls.

Marshall may rest easy, in so far as his capitalist state is concerned.
1t will never lift the burden of toil from the shoulders of the young.
No cannibal was ever born who devoured his buman meal with greater
relish than the joy with which capitalism feeds upon its youth. Capi-
talism will always fight for the right to send children into the maw
of the great industrial machine, as competitors with their fathers and
mothers, their grown brothers and sisters, in the slave market of the
wage workers,

The problem of child labor, like the problem of unemployment and |

other ilis inherent in the present social system, will endure as long as
capitalism lasts. The struggle against child labor, the struggle against
poemployment is fundamentally the struggle to end the eapitalist sys-
tem and all the evils It spawns.

That is the struggle of the Workers (Communist) I'arty and the

He stands petrified in the grip of a fear that any |

make is that with this communist and socialist backing goes
other propaganda which I think we can well take account of.
That propaganda shows what is their conception of the move-
ment and what it means.

I hope the Senate has not misconceived one thing that is in
my mind as to the stand I am taking in this matter. I am in
favor of State regulation of child labor and always have been.
That I am not opposed to in any way, shape, or manner. But
the national operation I am opposed to, and it is national
operation particularly that these people are backing, as I see
it, through these articles for a totally different purpose, or
rather a further purpose, as I see it; and for that reason I
think their association with the national movement portends
no good.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Dela-
ware yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. BAYARD. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator has stated that he is in
favor of State regulation of child labor. The Senator knows that
for many years, ever since I was a boy—and that has been now
some time—there has been an agitation in reference fo child
labor laws. First it was started in the States. The Senator
says that he is in favor of child labor laws in the States.
Does the Senator now say that the socialists and the com-
munists make a distinetion between State child-labor restrie-
tion measures and national child-labor measures?

Mr. BAYARD. I did not pretend to say that, and I do nat
| perceive how the Senator could imagine I did, and for this
| reason——
| Mr. MCKELLAR. T judged so from what the Senator
| stated, and I am glad to be corrected <bout it.
| Mr. BAYARD. I will say, in response to the Senator, that

if the Senator had followed this movement in Congress during
the last few months he would have realized from what has.
beent said upon the floor in both Houses what is the present
| condition of the State laws regarding child labor; so that any-
' body who was for the movement would not have made a sug-
| gestion of that kind. Every State in the Union has child labor

1

| laws of the kind he has suggested—every one of them.
i Mr. McKELLAR. Every one of them.

Mr. BAYARD. And it will be found, I am quite sure, that
! not only are the socialists and the communists back of these
! laws but back of the movement seeking to bring such laws

| about, and they are doubtless aiding the movement to make

! s.ch laws even more stringent than they are to-day. The
point I am trying to make is that they want a national law
passed for the purpose of following up that national law with
the very things referred to in the publications from which I
am reading. That is the purpose for which they are asking a
national law; not that hey have not got State operation;
they have, and everybody knows it; but they want to use a
national operation for further, ulterior purposes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I merely wish to say to
the Renator that I think he must be mistaken, for when the
first national child labor law was enacted by Congress in
1914, as I recall, when it was a real guestion before the Con-
gress, and after that act was declared unconstitutional when
a second measure was before the Congress in 1918 or 1919, I
literally received, 1 might say, tens of thousands of letters
i from Teunessee in favor of those acts; and if there are over a
{ half dozen communists or socialists in my State I never have
! heard of them. We virtually have no socialism or communism
] in my State; that State is perfecily free from either; and yet

there was a tremendous sentiment there in favor of the pro-
posed action.

| Mr. KING. DMr. President, will the Senator yield?
| Mr. BAYARD. 1 yield to the Senator from Utah.
Mr. KING. Mr. President, as I understand the Senator from

? Delaware, I think his position is correct, namely, that the
{ socialists and communists are favorable to the aggrandizing of
| power in the Federal Government. It will be found that some
| of the extreme socialists are in favor of belittling and destroy-

.’ ing the States and of centralizing all aunthority in a central

Young Workers (Communist) Leagoe in their joint war against child | 3
: | zovernment, for the reason that they believe that the transition

labor, Labor must learn that the fight against child labor is a fight | then from what we denominate demoeracy or representative
to abolish the capitalist state; an effort to establish soviet rule for the | government to pure socialism will be more easily effectuated.
suppression of the last remmnant of capitalism and the uvshering in of | : > : < T .
the Communist social order under which children will become the [ a_unil;: g‘i\ AHED And Bilede memleid SR GLIe Wl | s
heirs of their childbood for the first time since human history began. | Mr Iil\"(} The change can more easily be made from a

Mr. President, what I have been frying to bring out is: The | monarchy to socialism than from a democracy to socialism.
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu] said that the ad- | Therefore we find the paradox in Germany to-day of the mon-
vocacy of this movement by the communists and soeiali‘ts is | archists and communists affiliating in their political activities.
a perfectly meaningless and harmless one; that the movement | I was told by monarchists and by communists, when I was in
is strong enough to stand by itself. The point I am trying to ' Germany a few months ago, that the communists would coop-




2568

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

JANUARY 28

erate with the monarchists continually. Mr, Trotzki and other
leading communists when I was in Russia stated to me that
they had given advice to the committee which had come from
the communists of Germany to Russia for the purpose of ob-
taining aid in their contest against the Republic of Germany
to join with the monarchists wherever the monarchists were in
the ascendancy for the purpose of destraying the democratic
spirit and the democratic movement in Germany; and Trotski
very frankly stated——

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I should like to continue my
remarks without having their continuity broken by a long
speech, although I am glad to yield to the Senator for a ques-
tion.

Mr. KING. I beg the Senator's pardon.

Mr. BAYARD. I quite agree with the proposition the Sena-
tor advances, that this is merely a step in the work of the
communists and socialists in this and every other couniry to
get control of the state, and they want to get control of the
children, as they say in some of their publications, as one of
the steps in that direction.

Mr. President, I have here a copy of the Young Worker of the
issue of December 15, 1924, It is published in Chicago, and
rather than read it at large I ask permission to have printed
in the Recorp the article entitled * Fight child labor.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request
is granted.

The matter referred to is as follows:

FIGHT CHILD LABOR!

One of the most important doties of the workers of America to-day

Is & united struggle agalnst the conditions of slavery under which
American working class children toil. Millions of children under the
aze of 16 give the best years of their life nnder the yoke of the most
brutal exploitation imaginable. Under the burning sun of Michigan's
beet fields, the cotton fields of the South, the farms of the West and
Sounth, in the factories of the East, in every Industry in the country,
little children are sucked dry for the profits of the profit-thirsty
capitalist class.
_ These very bosses, who contribute tuousands to reactionary organ-
lzations whose aim is to fight communism on the ground that It will
break np the home, are the most actlve in breaking up the working-
class family, already well shattered by eanitalism, Due to the miser-
able wages that the average worker s nmow getting, children are being
foreed Into industry and agriculture by the thousands, They are
tasting the bitter poison of ecapitalist exploitation while yet in their
teens. They feel the goading lash of the boss because they have not
happened to be Lorn the sons or daughters of bloated millionaires.

Numerova organizations exist, malotaining that they are opposed
to child labor. But they are really opposed to it for enlightened
capitalist reasons.. They want to conserve the energy of the child In

older. They oppose child labor for this reason or for sentimental
reasons. And it 1s these organizations that have been Instrumental
in putting through the child-labor amendment in the Houses of Con-
gress. But, as we have aiready pointed out, this alleged amendment
means very little, It does not in Itself abolish child labor, but merely
glves Congress the right to regulate or limit it. It is now going the
rounds of the wvarious Btate legislatores, and it bas slready been
downed In four States. If nine more kill it, the amendment is dead.
And every indication points to the swift end of the amendment.

The liberals and fakers will plead that there is a long road to be
traversed before anything can be dome, and that in the meantime all
that is pecessary is that lobbles be maintained In the various capitals
to influence legislatures.

From the experience of the workers, however, we can safely say |

that nothing will be done untll the workers mske nse of their organ-
jzed might to force the Government and the Industries to relieve the
conditions of the child toilers. We say " relieve” Dbecause child
exploifation will be abellshed only with the abolition of its cause—
capitalism.

In this stroggle against child labor the call for the united front
issued by the Workers Party and actively supported by the Young
Workers League, must have the support of every working class organ-
jzation and body In this country, The workers of America must
ghow that they are not willing to walt until the benevolence of the
capitalists acts through their kept legislatures. By their milltant
metion they must force the capitalist tools to recogpize the demands
of the workers.

The Young Workers League and the junior groups must take a
most active part in this campaign. The young workers and the
children must be drawn into this struggle. Let every factory resonnd
with our slogans. I.et every school be drawn Into support for the
drive. Together with the Workers Party the entire communist move-
ment will be mobllized for an energetic drive that will not only rally
the workers to the leadership of the eommunist in this urgent drive,
but will show to labor who 18 actnally Interested In dolng something
for the chlld slayes, will expose those fakers who, llke Gompers, are

at all times more ready to talk about support to the workers than
give them aetunal support.

Get the youth into actlyity against this stain upon the shield of
the working class of America!

Mr. BAYARD. I hold in my hand, Mr. President, a copy of
a magazine which is called The Workers Monthly, a consolida-
tion of the Labor Herald, the Liberator, and the Soviet Russia
Pictorial. From that I will not read but ask that there may
be incorporated in my remarks in the Recorp the article en-
titled * Fight against child labor.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair ask are there
illustrations which the Senator requests may be priuted with
the article?

Mr. BAYARD. I have marked the reading matter and I
merely ask that the reading matter may be inserted in the
Recorp. The article is on page 140, and I have marked it and
will give it to the reporter,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withont objection, the article
will be printed as requested.

The article referred to is as follows:

FIGHT AGAINST CHILD LABOR

Every militant and progressive unionist, and every revolutionary
worker, will join In the derand for the ratification of the child labor
amendment to the Constitution. But there should be no lllusions about
this amendment. It will not protect the children of the workers. In
the first place, It only gives power to Congress to pass legislation; it
remains for such leglslation to be forced throngh the legislative bodles
by the pressure of working-class demands. Secondly, the prohibition
of child labor, uniess it is accompanied by governmental maintenance
of the children, is absolutely ineffective,

It Is only when the working class has itself taken over the political
power, when the eapltalist dictatorship has been overthrown by the
dletatorship of the working class, that echild labor and other evils
afMeting the tolllng masses can be abolished. What will happen under
a proletarian régime is strikingly illustrated by the story in this issue
by Anpa Louise Strong, formerly of Beattle and now in Russia. Anna
Louise Strong tells about the one spot on the globe where the life
problems of the working class are being solved In a comprehensive man-
ner, It is only when the workers of the United States have simflar
power to control, through thelr own government of workers' connells,
the social and economic life of the country that child labor will cease
its destructive work.

White eapitallem remains, legislation on the child-labor gnestion will
only give such slight relief as the workers force through by thelr
political and ecomomic power, by demands and demonstrations. And
such pressure upon the capitalist government, in order to have any
effect whatever, must be given point and substance by demands for

order that he may make a more efficient wage slave when he grows | governmental maintenance of all children of school age, such mainte.

nance to be paid for by special taxes upon large incomes. The rich
who appropriate the wealth produced by the working class must be
made to disgorge a part of It for this purpose as one of the first steps
toward msaking them disgorge all their ill-gotten gains to make wa)
for the new system of gociety, wherein the working class will rule,

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I quote from these publica-
tions in this particular part of my speech merely to emphasize
the point I have in mind, that while the Senator from Montana
belittled the association of these persons with the movement,
I think it is a very serious thing. I speak at length of it and
make these quotations in order that the Senate may see what
is going on and that those who read the Recorp may see what
is going on; that there is nnderneath all of this a direct and
positive movement to realize what is being advocated by a
great mauny people in this ecountry, to wit, the so-called ehild
labor amendment, & movement for ulterior purposes, and one
of the ulterior purposes is the breaking down of cur democratie
form of government and the establishment of a soviet, social-
istie, or communistic government, as the case may be, in place
of it :

The Senator from Montana spoke of one phase of the nnes-
tion, and that was as to whether or not there was a fair
presentation regarding the fear of the farmer in regard to the
proposed constitutional amendment which had been submitted
to the States. I think the farmer may well be afraid of it,
becaunse, as I conceive the amendment, it offers an opportunity,

| which undoubtedly will be made use of, to handieap the farmer

in more ways than one.

Of the million and sixty-odd thousand children between the
ages of 10 and 15 years, as shown by the last census, who were
engaged in gainful occupations about 600,000 were upon the
farms and engaged in some form of work or another. So the
farmer has the bigger stake affer all

There are two phases of it: One as to whether or not the
actual Iabor of children upon the farm should be infringed
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npon, and the other is the phase, which I shall not go into at

all, but in regard to which I dwelt upon in my speech last
May, and that is ‘how far or in what form will the laws which
may hereafter be passed regulating the labor of persons under
the age of 18 years make that labor dependent upon educa-
tional and other opportunities.

The Senator from Montana said no fear need be had; and,
perhaps, that might have been true six months ago. Certainly
it was true so far as the greatest public advocate of this
measure, the Child Labor Bulletin, of New York, published by
the National Child Labor Bureau, was eoncerned, for they
said in their April number:

The National Child Labor Committee has no intention of trying to
secure any Federal action to regulate the work of children in agrl-
culture under ‘the direction of their own parents on their own farms.

That was in the April, 1924, number, but after the issue
of that number, and when the House of Representatives
adopted the amendment, and it came into this body, and while
it was pending here, their June number came out, and in their
June number they made this statement:

The National Child Labor Committee seeks to protect the interests
of ‘the chlld, and it can not remain true to its past traditions without
recognition of the fact that thousands of children are now, and are
likely to be in the future, exploited by an industrialized agriculture.

Again, in the same June number, it is said:

1t is now clearly evident that where children are forced to work
under contract in industrialized forms of agriculture some form wof
legislation is needed to protect their interests.

In other words, there is fair warning to the farmer exactly
to what extent this movement is intended to go.

I might state that the farmer is on his gunard. I do not
know how many thousand local granges there are throughout
this country, subordinate to the State granges, and therefore
to the National Grange, but I imagine there are many thou-
sands: and I venture the statement, without fear of contra-
diction, that there is not a single grange in this country that
has gone on record in favor of this so-called child labor
amendment,

If any action of any kind has been taken I think it will be
found fo be very much the reverse. I know in Delaware the
State grange and all the individual granges are absolutely
opposed to it. So I think that the farmer need not be very
much warned about it; I think he is “on his toes” in regard
to it. I think he knows what is going on, and, for his own
sake, T hope he does.

The Senator from Montana also touched upon the question

of congressional legislation on the child labor amendment, and
intimated that Congress would not be foolish or careless or
improvident—I am not using his own words; those are my
words—in regard to the matter, but that whatever it did do
under any -circumstances wguld be controlled, in the last analy-
sis, by the United States Supreme Court.

I wish again to read, Mr. President, the wording of the pro-
posed amendment to the Constitution.

It provides that—

The Congress shall have power to llmit, regulate, and prohibit 'the
labor of persons under 18 years of age—

That is section 1. That “The Congress shall have power.”

I have forgotten the exact wording of the eighteenth amend-
ment—and I refer to it merely for the purpose of illustration;
I am not passing any criticism upon the eighteenth amendment
or upon the Volstead Aect, or upon any other act passed by
Congress to make it effective—but my recollection is that the
first section of the eighteenth amendment made provision to
prevent the manufacture, trausportation, and sale of aleohal to
be used as a bheverage, and the second section provided that
‘Congress and the States could enaect the necessary legislative
provisions in regard thereto in order to make the first section
effective. \

Words are meaningless if the so-called child labor amend-
ment is not as potent as the eighteenth amendment to enable
Congress to enact any legislation which Congress may deem
necessary to make effective the proposed child labor amend-
ment. The clause I read a moment ago reads that * Congress
shall have power.”

It is perfectly absurd to say that Congress will not do things
when we all know that Congress not only will do things but
will be importumed to do a great many things which people
now say it will not do, particularly the proponents of this
measure,

When the eighteenth amendment was adopted I think no one

supposed that Congress would pass the Volstead law in its,

present form. While it was known fhat some act would be
passed which would make the constitutional provision ‘opera-
tive, it was sincerely hoped that at least it would not be in a
form which would provoke the resentment.and the ridicule of
the people of this country, but that it would present some
operative form under which the law ecould be administered,
I submit that that was not accomplished, and T further sub-
mit that in the passage of that law -provision was made for

the promulgation of regulations by the unit established in the

Treasury for the administration of ‘the law; and under the
administration of that law we find not only our general laws
but the Constitution of the United States flouted right and left.
The whole theory of our Constitution gnarding us in our per-
sons and property from search and seizure except under proper
conditions is thrown to the winds; and under the guise of the
regulations issued under the terms of the Volstead Act we all
know what goes on from day to day, and practically every iay.

If that be true under the eighteenth amendment and the
laws passed thereunder, what can we expect under this propo-
sition when they are going to interfere directly in the family
life between parent and child?

You say they are going to be reasonable.
the Senate a few extracts,

Some years ago the representatives of the Children's Burean
were ‘going around asking for information. The Children's
Burean thought they had a moral power, although they did not
even have a legal power, to make inquiry in regard fo the
welfare of children; and before the House Committee on Edu-
cation, on January 12, 1921, Mr. Douglas L. Edmonds, of Los
Angeles, testifying on behalf of the Public School Protective
Leagues of California, Oregon, and Washington, stated :

Some two or three years ago ‘the Children's Bureau undertook a
campaign for the welghing and measuring of children, at least under
6 years of age. There was no legal authority for that: that Is, it
was not undertaken in pursuance of anything except the general author-
ity of the tmoreau.

Now, mark you, there was a bureau that had no legal author-
ity for such actions.

Yet I know that in my own State the most extrayagant elaims were
made in the course of that campaign. I’eople who went out to secure
the examination of these children threatened individual parents with
arrest if they failled to comply.

Again, Mrs. A. M. McManamy, of Oregon, at the maternity
act hearing before the Senate Committee on Edueation and
Labor on April 27, 1921, testified that one of these baby in-
spectors actually pushed by her when told at the door that the
baby was perfectly healthy and having its ‘bath, saying:

‘Well, T must come in and see the baby and see that it is perfectly

Let ‘me read to

‘healthy, and T must be admitted.

Of course, if you please, you will say those are extreme
cases ; but they are not extreme eases in exemplifying what I
have in mind. If people, without any semblance of authority,
merely going around representing a United States bureau, could
imagine that they were clothed with the power to thrust -them-
selves into the family life of the people of this eountry, much
more would people take that position under an amendment to
the Constitution and acts of Congress authorizing them to do
thus and so, with the regulations which naturally follow under
the circumstances. We would have our whole family life tern
up by this operation; and yet my good friend the Senafor from
Montana says that this thing is absurd, that the Supreme
Court would guard us from the administration of any law that
would be so foolish !

The ‘Supreme -Court ‘has spoken on that :subject as to what
laws may be pa by Congress. The Supreme Court has
recently recapitulated the decisions and summed np in a very
clear and terse way what the powers of Congress are and what
the powers of the Supreme Court are in interpreting the powers
of Congress. On the 9th day of June, 1924, the Supreme Court
of the United States handed down a decision in the case of
Everard's Breweries against Day, prohibition director, and
others. Mr. Justice Sanford delivered the opinion of the conrt.
I am reading now from part of Mr. Justice Sanford’s decision:

We come, then, to the question whether this act is within the power
conferred upon Congress by the eighteenth amendment. By s terams
the amendment prohibits the manufacture, sale, or transportation of
intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes and grants to Congress the
power to -enforce this prohibition * by appropriate legislation.”

Now, T ask you to mote that the proposed amendment, the
so-called child labor amendment, says “ the Congress shall have
power "; so the words are practically the same. Certainly the
intended meaning is the same.




2570

CONGRESSIONAT, RECORD—SENATE

JANUARY 28

Mr. Justice Sanford goes on:

Its purpose is to suppress the entire traflic in intoxicating liquor as
a beverage.

Then he quotes from cases, which I will not recite,

And it must be respected and given effect in the same manner ps
other provisions of the Constitution,

Again he quotes cases, Going on—

The Constitution eonfers upon Congress the power to make all laws
necessary and proper for carrying into execution all powers that are
vested in It.

That means vested in Congress,

In the exercise of such nonenumerated or * implied” powers it has
long been settled that Congress is not limited to such measures as are
indispensably necessary to give effect to its express powers, but, in the
exercise of its discretion as to the means of carrying them inte execu-
tion, may adopt any means appearing to it most eligible and appro-
priate, which are adapted to the end to be accomplished and consistent
with the letter and gpirit of the Constitution.

In other words, the Supreme Court again lays down the rule
that not only is Congress fully clothed with every power when
the Constitution so says it shall have power on a definite sub-
ject but by the implied clause of the Constitution it still has
that power, and the court will sustain it in the exercise of that
power,

Then the justice quotes a number of cases and, going on, says:

Furthermore, aside from this fundamental rule, the eighteentn
amendment specifically confers upon Congress the power to enforce
“by appropriate legislation” the constitutional prohibition of the
traffic in intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes. This enables Con-
gress to enforce the prohibition * by appropriate means.”

L - - L] L] L ] L]

It is likewise well settled that where the means adopted by Congress
are not prohibited, and are calculated to effect the object infrusted to
it, this court may not inquire into the degree of their necessity, as this
would be to pass the line which circumscribes the judicial department
and to tread upon legislative ground,

In other words, Mr. President, I dispute the attitude taken by
my good friend from Montana, and say that the Supreme Court
wonld say, “ Whatever you pass in Congress to enforce the so-
called child labor amendment, the twentieth amendment to the
Constitution—no- matter how silly, no matter how foolish it
may seem—just so long as it comes within the power conferred
by the Constitution upon Congress to pass laws touching upon
the regulation, the prohibition, or the limitation of the employ-
ment of persons under 18 years of age, this court is powerless
to step in and will not do so.”

So I say we have proof positive here that if Congress were
to pass such laws, the Supreme Court would ¢o no more than
say: “Those laws are within the purview of the Constitution.
Those laws are perfectly proper, inasmuch as they are enabling
acts under that phase of the Constitution.”

The good Senator, in part of his speech, gave a certain tabula-
tion of figures, and gave a recapitulation of the general his-
tory and sequence of the movement; but in it he has so worked
around and so tossed from one end to the other the figures
that I think he has confused himself. At this point I should
like to place in the Recorn two tables, both of which were
published by the majority committee in the House last year
when it advocated the measure now known as the child Iabor
amendment, One is a recapitulation of the figures taken from
the Twentieth Censns showing the number and per cent dis-
tribution, by occupations, of children 10 to 15 years of age, and
the other is a tabulation of State laws relative to the employ-
ment of children in factories. I ask that those be spread upon
the Recorp rather than having them read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Number and per cont distribution, by occupation, of children 10 to 15

vears of age, inclugive, engaged in selected nonagricultural pursuits,
for the United States, 1920

Per cent
Occupation Number | distribu-
tion
All nonagricultural pursaits. . ... ... oo ineias 413, 540 100.0
Mlessenger, bundle, and office boys and girls ? 48 028 11.6
Bervants and waiters L 41, 556 10,1
Balesmen and saleswomen (stores)?. 30,370 7.3

1 Fourteenth Census of the United States, 1920 Children in gainful occupations
g:ma }'e} published; figures furnished by courtesy of the United States Buresu of the
‘ensus

1 Exeept telegraph messengers.
¥ Includes clerks in stores,

Number and per cent distribution, by occupation, of children 10 to 15
vears of age, inclusive, engaged in selected nonagriculivural pursuits,

for the United States, 1920—Continued.

Per cent

Occupation Number | distribu-

tion

Clerks (except clerks in stores) .51 54
Cotton-mill operatives S S 21,875 5.3
Néwaboyn, oo o L MU e 20, 708 50
Iron and steel industry o tives. .. 2,004 1
Clothing-industry operatives. ... ... ________ 11,757 28
Lumber and furniture industry operatives._._.___.____._______ 10, 585 6
Bilk-mill operatives_. o = 10,023 2.4
Shoe-factory operatives ... ..o o] 7, 645 L8
Woolen and worsted mill operatives. ..o oooeoooooeoonss 7,077 i 5 g
Coal-mine operatives (5 EaT, B, 850 L4
All other occupations. T 162,722 30.3

STATE LAWS RELATIVE TO EMPLOYMENT OF CIIILDREN IN FACTORIES

Alabama, prohibited under 14,

Arizona, prohibited under 14. (Exception, boy 10 to 14 may, upon
license, outside school hours, work at labor not harmful.)

Arkansas, prohibited under 14,

California, prohibited under 15,
vacation.)

Colorado, prohibited under 14,
vacation.)

Connecticut, prohibited under 14,

Delaware, prohibited under 14.
term on special permit.)

Florida, prohibited under 14.

Georgia, prohibited under 14. (Exception, c¢hild 12 on permit it
orphan or has widowed dependent mother.)

Idaho, prohibited under 14,

Illinols, prohibited under 14.

Indiana, prohibited under 14,

Towa, prohibited under 14.

Kansas, prohibited under 14,

Kentucky, prohibited under 14,

Louisiana, prohibited under 14,

Maine, prohibited under 15.

Maryland, prohibited under 14.

Massachusetts, prohibited under 14.

Michigan, prohibited under 15,

Minnesota, prohibited under 14.

Mississippi, girl prohibited under 14, boy 12.

Missouri, prohibited under 14.

Montana, prohibited under 16,

Nebraska, prohibited under 14,

Nevada, prohibited under 14,

New Hampshire, prohibited under 14,

New Jersey, prohibited under 14,

New Mexico, prohibited under 14,

New York, prohibited under 14,

North Carolina, prohibited under 14» (Exception, boy 12 on specisl
permit outside school hours. Only 66 so employed during 1923.)

North Dakota, prohibited under 14.

Ohilo, prohibited under 16. (Exception, child 14 outslde school term.)

Oklahoma, prohibited under 14,

Oregon, prohibited under 14. (Exception, child 12 outside of school
term.)

Pennsylvania, prohibited under 14.

Rhode Island, prohibited under 14,

South Carolina, prohibited under 14,

South Dakota, prohibited under 15.

Tennessee, prohibited under 14,

Texas, prohibited under 15.

Utah, prohibited under 14.

Vermont, prohibited nnder 14,

Yirginia, prohibited under 14.

Washington, prohibited under 14. (Exception, child 12 on permit
of superior court judge in case of poverty.)

West Virginia, prohibited uoder 14.

Wisconsin, pmhlbifed under 14, (Exception, child 12 during school
vacation.)

Wyoming, prohibited under 14,

Mr. BAYARD. I would only say in passing, to exemplify
what I mean, that the Senator from Montana spoke about there
being 175,000 children employed in the factories. If he will
but read the figures, he will find that he is something lke
100,000 too large in that fizure alone.

Now, Mr. President, one more point and I am through.

The Senator from Montana, toward the end of his speech,
said:

At every turn in the road the sordid nature of the organized opposi-
tion to the amendment is revoltingly made manifest.

(Exception, child 12 during school

(Exception, child 12 during summer

(Exception, child 12 outside school
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I have the honor to represent in part a sovereign State. My
State, I think, in its senate will refuse to ratify this amend-
ment by the votes of all save one. The house has voted unani-
mously against it. I do mnot think there will be any change. I
think the senate may be unanimous in its refusal to ratify it
Whether or not the Senator from Montana meant to refer to
the good people of my State when he said that, or the move-
ment among the good people of my State, I do not know; but if
he did, I certainly resent it, and I think the vote of the people
of my State expresses te him what they think about this move-
ment. 1 do not consider the people of my State, and I do not
know anybody who does consider them, either, of a sordid
nature, nor is their action to be considered revolting action.

1 have in my hand a long list of organizations opposed to the
twentieth amendment. It is too long for reading, and I ask
unanimous consent that it may be spread iIn the Recorp at this
portion of my remarks. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withont objection, it is so
ordered. :

The matter referred to is as follows:

Tae 116 ORGANIZATIONS OPPOSED TO TWENTIETH AMESDMENT

The following is a partial list of organizations and prominent per-
gons who have expressed opposition to ratification of the proposed
twentieth amendment to the Constitution of the United States, com-
monly, though inaccurately, referred to as the * child-labor” amend-
ment,

This list is compiled from various seurces and is belleved to be en-
tirely correet. All of the organizations listed are reported as having
taken official action on this matter. In addition, there are numerous
organizations whose officers, in their individual capacities, have de-
clared against ratification :

CONSTITUTIONAL AXD PATRIOTIC ORGANIZATIONS

Advocates of the Constitution, Philadelphia, Pa.

American Constitutional League, 27 Willlam Street, New York City.

Daughters of the American Revolution Executive Beard, 15 West
Thirty-seventh Street, New York City.

George Junior Republic, Freeville, N. Y.

Good Govermment Club, Topeka, Kans.

Maryland Bar Assoclation, Baltimore, Md.

Maryland League for State Defense, T01 Maryland Trust Bullding,
Baltimore, Md.

Maryland Women's Constitutional League, 1200 St. Paul Street, Bal-
timore, Md.

Massachusetts Citizens’ Committee to Protect Our Homes and Chil-
dren, 210 Newbury Street, Bositon, Mass.

Aassachusetts Public Interests League, 210 Newbury Street, Boston,
Mass,

New York Committee to Protect Our Homes and Children, Syracuse,
N. X.

Scntinels of the Republic, Home Life Building, Washington, D. C,

Tennessee Rociety, Bons of the Ameriean Revolution.

West Virginia Bar Association, Wheeling, W, Va.

Virginia Women’s Constitutional League, rural route 4, Hampton, Va.

AGRICULTURAL ORGANIZATIONS

American Farm Bureau Federatlon and 88 State farm bureaus, 58
North Washington Street, Chicago, 11l ; also additional epecial resolu-
tions have been passed by:

Kentucky Farm Bureau Federation,

Minnesota Farm Bureau Federation.

Missouri Farm Bureau Federatlon.

Nebraska Farm Bureau Federation,

Ohio Farm Bureau Federation.

New York State Farm Bureauw Federation.

National Grange, Patrons of Husbandry.

California State Grange.

Connecticut State Grange.

Cleveland Fruit Growers’ Association.

Delaware State Grange,

Idaho State Grange,

Ilineis State Grange,

Indiana Btate Grange.

Towa State Grange,

Kansas State Grange.

Maine State Grange,

Maryland State Grange,

Massachusetts State Grange.

Michigan State Grange.

Michigan State Horticultural Society.

Nebraska State Grange.

New Hampshire Btate Grange.

New Jersey State Grange.

New York State Grange,

Ohlo Btate Grange,

Olklohoma State Grange.

Pennsylvania State Grange,

Rbode Island State Grange.

South Dakota State Grange,

Vermont State Grange,

West Virginia State Grange,

Wisconsin Siate Grange.

Farmers' State Rights League, Troy, N. C.

Lehigh County Agrienltural Extension Association, Allentown, Pa.
LOCAL RELIEF ORGANIZATIONS

Orphan Asylum Society of the City of Brooklyn, N. Y.

‘Women's Health Protective Association of Brooklyn, Brooklyn, N. Y.

Brooklyn Home for Consumptives, Brooklyn, N. Y.

INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL ORGANIZATIONS

National Association of Manufacturers, New York City.

National Industrial Coouneil, New York City.

National Committee for Rejection of Twentieth Amendment, 913
Union Trust Building, Wasbington, D. C,

Laundry Owners National Asseciation, box 202, La Salle, Il

American Mining Congress, Munsey Buildiag, Washington, D. C.

Ameriean Cotton Manufacturers Assoclation.

New England S8hoe and Leather Assoclation,

American Association of Flint and Lime Glass Manufacturers.

Chamber of Commerce of State of New York, New York City.

Rochester (N. ¥,) Chamber of Commerce, Rochester, N. Y.

Wilmington (Del) Chamber of Commerce, Wilmington, Del

American Paper and Pulp Association, 18 East Forty-first Btreet,
New York City.

Associnted Industries of Alabama, 1215 American Trust Building,
Birmingbam, Ala.

California Manufacturers Association, First National Bank Building,
Oakland, Calif,

Colorado Manufaecturers and Merchants Association, City Audi-
torium Bullding, Denver, Colo.

The Manufacturers Association of Connecticut (Ine.), 50 Lewis
Btreet, Hartford, Conn,

Manufacturers Asdociation of Wilmington, 4 West Ninth Street, Wil-
mington, Del.

Georgia Manufacturers Assoclation, 1127 Candler Building, At-
lanta, Ga.

Associated Industries of the Inland Empire, Eihlers Buiiding,
Spokane, Wash, ;

Ilinols Manufaeturers Assoeiation, 281 South La Salle Street,
Chicago, 111 3

Indiana Manufaeturers Association, Consolidated Building, Mndian-
apolis, Ind. !

Iowa Mannfacturers Associntion, Croecker Bullding, Des Maolnes,
Towa.

Associated Industries of Kansas, 407 Mulvane DRuilding, Topeka,
Kans.

Associated TIndustries of Eentucky, 76 Kenyon Building, Louis-
ville, Ky.

Louisizna Mammfacturers Association, 1407 Whitney Bank Building,
New Orlegns, La.

Assoclated Induostries of Maine, 178 Middle Street, Portland, Me.

Baltimore Assoclation of Commerce, 20 Light Street, Baltimore, Md,

Associated Industries of Muassachusetts, 950 Park Bquare Buildimg,
Boston, Mass.

Minnesota Employers Association, Buflders Exehange Bwildinz, St
Panl, Minn,

Associated Industries of Missouri, 1306 Boatmen's Bank Building,
St. Louis, Mo.

Associated Industries of Montana, 305 Lewisohn Building, Butte,
Mont.

Nebraskn Manufacturers Assoclation, 212 North FEleventh Street,
Linecoln, Nebr.

New Hampshire Manufacturers Asseciation, B3 [IManover Street,
Manchester, N. H.

Manufacturers Assoclation of New Jersey, I75 West State Street,
Trenton, N. J.

Associated Industries of New York State (Inc.), Iroguois Builling,
Bufralo, N. Y.

Ohio Manufacturers Association, 66 South Third Street, Columbus,
Ohio.

Oklahoma Employers’ Assoclation, 1004 Oil Exchange Building. Okla=
homa City, Okla.

Manufacturers and Merchants' Association of Oregon, §10 Oregon
Pauilding, Portland, Oreg.

Pennsylvania Manufacturers’ Association, 2001 Finance Building,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Employers’ Association of Rhode Island, 420 Butler Exchange,
Providence, R. I

Manufacturers and Employers’ Association of South Dakota, Sieux
Falls, 8. Dak.
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Tennessee Manufacturers' Association, Stahlman Building, Nashville,
Tenn.

Utah Associated Industries, 215 Kearns Bulilding, Salt Lake City,
Utah.

Associated Industries of Vermont, Willard Block, 72 Main Street,
Montpelier, Vt.

Virginia Manufacturers’ Association, 722 American National Bank
Building, Richmond, Va. !

Federated Industries of Washington, American Bank Building,
Beattle, Wash.

West Virginla Manufacturers’ Association, Fairmont, W. Va.

Wisconsin Manufacturers' Association, T05 First Central Building,
Madison, Wis.

MISCELLANEOUS ORGANIZATIONS

County Commissioners' Association of Idaho.

Mothers' National Council, Washington, D. C.

State Chili Welfure Commission of North Carolina, statehouse,
Raleigh, N. C.

State Labor Commission of Georgia, statehounse, Atlanta, Ga,

Women's Republican Club (Ine.), New York City.

Federation of Democratic Women, Baltimore, Md,

Thiladelphia Federation of Women's Clubs.

Moderation Leagne of New York, New York City.

Republican Women of Pennsylvania, .

National Commercial Teachers’ Federation,

Kentucky city and county school superintendents and teachers,

Playground Association of America, New York Cily.

8t. Joseph (Mich.) Federation of Women’s Clubs.

OxE HUXDRED AND THIRTY-FOUR PROMINENT CLERGYMEN, EDUCATORS,
AND OrHERS OPPOSED TO THE AMENDMENT
CLERGYMEN

Nev. Anson P. Atterbury, D. D., New York City.

Bishop William Burt, Methodist Episcopal Church, Clifton Springs,
N. Y.

Bishop Warren A, Candler, Methodist Episcopal Church, Atlanta, Ga.

Dr. A, Z. Conrad, Congregationalist, Boston, Mass,

Rev. Howard Duffield, D, D., New York City.

Rev. Edward H. Griffin, D. D., dean emeritus, Johns Hopking Uni-
versity, Daltimore, Md.

Rabbl Nathan Krass, Temple Emanu-El, New York City.

Bishop William Lawrence, Episcopal Bishop of Massachusetts.

Rev, Arthur 8. Llgyd, Episcopal Suffragan Bishop of New York.

Dr. BE. Y. Mullins, Louisville, president Baptist Theological Seminary ;
president Baptist World Alliance (Doctor Mullinsg is said to hold the
two highest offices In the gift of the Baptlst Church).

Willlam Cardinal O'Connell, Catholic Archbishop of Boston. (Cardil-
pal O'Connell is the ranking Roman Catholic prelate in the United
Btates.)

Archdeacon B. M. Spurr, Moundsville, W, Va.

Right Rev. C. E. Woodcock, Episcopal Bishop of EKentucky, Louisville,

The Presbyterian, Philadelphia, was one of the first religious organs
€o oppose the twentieth amendment. It nndoubtedly represents the
views of bundreds of clergymen of that faith. This publication would
welcome additional names of prominent clergymen opposing the amend-
ment. 3

EDUCATORS

Dr, Homer Albers, dean Doston University Law School.

Dr, Nicholas Murray Butler, president Columbia University.

Rev. Willlam Devylin, president Boston College.

Dr, Livingsion Farrand, president Cornell University.

Dr. Arthur T, Hadley, president emeritus Yale University.

Jogeph Lee, president Playground and Recreation Association, Bos-
ton.

Dr. A, Lawrence Lowell, president Harvard University.

Prof. J. Gresham Machen, Princeton Theological SBeminary.

Sidney E., Mezes, president College of the City of New York.

Dr. Henry 8 DIritchett, president Carnegle Foundation for Ad-
vancement of Teaching. :

Dr. Samuel Wesley Stratton, presldent Massachusetts Institute of
Teclinology.

Dir. Joslah Penniman, president University of I'ennsylvania.

Willinm M. Salter, former lecturer on philosophy, University of
Chicago ; member frony the start of Natiomal Child Labor Committee.

Dr. Henry Van Dyke, Princeton Unlversity, former minister to the
Netherlands.

JUDGES AND LAWYERS

Willard J. Banyon, St, Joseph, Mich.

Former United States Benator Joseph W. Balley of Texas, Dallas,
Tex.

Hon. George Btewart Brown, United States Court of Customs,
New York City.

Judge Frederick B. Cabot, juvenile court, Boston, Mass,

Thomas F, Cadwalader, secretary Maryland ZLeague for Btate
Defense,

Sampson R. Child, Minneapolis, Minn,

Justice Vernon M. Davis, New York SBupreme Court,

Judge Watson T. Dunmore, Utlca, N, Y.

Senator George Arnold Frick, chairman judiciary committee, Mary-
land Senate,

William . Grant, jr., president Colorado Bar Assoclation,

Judge George Henderson, orphans’ court, Philadelphia, Pa.

Judge Frank P. Irvine, professor of law, Cornell University.

Willis R. Jones, assistant attorney general of Maryland.

Hon. George E. Judge, judge children’s court, Buffalo, N, Y.

Judge Oscar Leser, Maryland State Tax Commission, Baltimore, Md.

Alexander Lincoln, assistant attorney general of Massachusetts.

Hon. William Caleb Loring, former justice, Supreme Judieial Court
of Massachusetts ; speaker Massachusetts House of Representatives.

William L. Marbury, Baltimore, Md.

Lounis Marshall, New York City.

Thomas R. Marshall, former Vice President of the United States.

Hon, Clarence E. Martin, president West Virginla Bar Association.

Iridell Meares, Washington, D, C.

Judge Edgar 8. Mosher, Aubyrn, N. Y.

Hon. Morgan J. O'Brien, New York, former justice, New York
Supreme Court.

Judge Alton B. Parker, president National Civic Federation, New
York,

Herbert Parker, former attorney general of Massachusetts,

Frank L. Peckham, commander District of Columbla Department,
American Legion, and vice chairman Sentinels of the Republic,

William L. Rawls, Baltimore, Md.

Fred W. Reed.

Former United States Senator Hoke Smith, of Georgia, Washington,
) 25 b

Former United States Senator Charles 8. Thomas, of Colorado,
Washington, D. C.

Frederick W. Wadhams, Albany, N. Y.

Hon, Henry Galbraith Ward, New York, United States circuit judge.

Everett P, Wheeler, president American Constitutional League, chair-
man committee on jurisprudence and law reform, American Bar Asso-
clation.

George W, Wickersham, former Attorney General of the United
States,

Ira Jewell Williams, Philadelphia, Pa.

Hon. Munroe SBmith, professor of jurisprudence, Columbia TUniver-
sity. ;

Note,—Members of Congress opposing the amendment were listed in
this publication July 1, 1924,

SOME WOMEN OPPONENTS

Miss Nila F. Allen, fornrer chief, child labor tax divislon, Burean of
Internal Revenue. (Miss Allen administered the second Federal child
labor law and is the country’s greatest expert on child labor condi-
tions. )

Miss Eliza D. Armstrong, Pitisburgh, Pa., former president Penn-
sylvania Consumers' League, former member natlonal child labor com-
mittee,

Mrs. John Balch, seeretary Sentinels of the Republle, chairman home
service section, American Red Cross _for New England during the war,
also chairman relief for European children during the war,

Mrs, B, W. Bayless, president Kentucky Federation of Women's
Clubs, Louisville.

Mrs. Henry W. Burnett, president Loulsville Women's Club, Lonis-
ville, Ky.

Miss Sarah SBchuyler Dutler, vice chalrman Republican State central
committee of New York.

Mrs. Angust Dreyer, president Orphan Asylum Society of the city ot
Brooklyn, oldest organization caring for children in Brooklyn, estab-
lished 1833.

Mrs. A. E. Fraser, president Women's Health Protective Assoclation,
of Brooklyn.

Mrs. Randolph Frothingham, donor and head of Emanuel Memorlal
House Setilement, Boston,

Gov, Miram A, Ferguson, of Texas,

Mrs, Rufus M. Gibbs, legislative chairman Maryland Federation of
Democratic Women.

Anna Katherine Green, novelist, Buffalo, N. Y.

Mrs, E. R. Hanford, Bolse, Idaho.

Mrs. Renben Ross Holloway, Baltimore, president Women's Constitu-
tional League of Maryland.

Mrs. Charles I, Martin, president Military Sisterhood of the World
War, also president Kansag Women Lawyers' Assoclation, and assistant
attorney general of Kansas, i

Mrs. George Madden Martin, writer, Loulsville, Ky,

Dr. Anna Moon Randolph, Hampton, Va., secretary Women's Con-
stitutional League of Virginia. i f

Mrs. Lila Day Monroe, editor Kansas Woman's Journal, Topeka.

Mrs. B. L. Robinson, president Massachusetts Public Interests League.
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Mrs. Willlam A, Potnam, Brooklyn, noted leader in child-welfare
activities,

Mrs, William Lowell Putnam, ploneer in child-welfare work, initiated
the earliest sclentifically conducted prenmatal care in the world; presi-
dent American Child Hyglene Association, 1918, and for many years on
board of directors of this assoclation; national chairman Women's
Coolidge-Dawes Clubs.

Mrs. Charles H, Babin, member executive committee, Republican
National Committee, Republican national committeewoman for New
York State,

Mrs, Francis E, Slattery, president Massachusetts League of Catholic
Women,

Mrs. Allyn Williams, author, Washington, D. C.

Mrs, Constance Willinms, daughter of former SBenator Lodge.

HEADS OF NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Ogear E. Bradfute, president American Farm Bureau Federation,
Chicago.

Louis A, Coolidge, president Sentinels of the Republic, Boston.

Martin H. Lewis, president National Society of the Sons of the
American Revolution, Loulsville,

8. Stanwood Menken, president National Security League, New York.

Alton B, Parker, president National Civie Federation, New York,

Louis J. Taber, master National Grange, Patrens of Husbandry,
Columbus, !

Everett P, Wheeler, chairman American Constitutional League, New
York.

MISCELLANEOUS INDIVIDUALS

Prof. Wilbur C. Abbott, professor of history at Harvard University,
author of Confliet with Oblivion and the New Barbarians.

Mrs. F. Lothrop Ames, legislative chairman Massachusetts branch of
the National Clvie Federation, woman’s department,

Mrs. LeBaron Briggs, wife of the former president of Radcliffe Col-
lege.

Henry B. Cabot, lawyer; treasurer of the Family Welfare Society.

Russell Sturgis Codman, lawyer; trustee, Harvard Loan Fund;

trustee for the Soclety for Relief of Widows and Orphans of Clergymen
of the Protestant Episcopal Churech.

Lounis A. Coolidge, Assistant Secretary of the United States Treasury
1908-9; echairman welfare department National Civie TFederation;
member Federal Shiptnilding Wage Adjustment Board; director Com-
munity Bervice of Boston; delegate at large to Massachusetts Consti-
tutional Convention of 1917 ; founder, vice president, and director of
Bunker Hill Boys' Club; author of Life of U. 8, Grant and other books,

Ralph Adams Cram, architect and author; ex-president Boston Soci-
ety of Architects; member of American Academy of Arts and Sciences,
ete, ; Litt. D, Princeton, 1910 ; LL. D. Yale, 1915,

Mrs, Frederick Cunningham, for years manager of the Church Home
for Children (Episcopalian); former district officer Family Welfare
Society ; director Anti-Tuberculosis Association, Brookline.

Mrs. George R. Fearing, former president League of Women Voters,

L. Carteret Fenno, National Clvie Federation ; member surgical dress-
ings committee.

William A. Gaston, lawyer and prominent Democrat.

Miss Hope Gray, president of the Overseas League.

Prof. Edwin N. Hall, professor of physics at Harvard University;
author of sclentific works; fellow American Academy Arts and
Sclences,

Miss Heloise E. Hersey, author, educator, and lecturer.
| Arthar D. Little, chemical engineer and inventor; founder of the
Bchool of Chemical Engineering of Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology ; member of National Research Council,

Mrs. Harold Murdock, many years president Bethesda Society for
Bescue Work among girls, and at present member of its executive
board ; chairman patriotism committee of the N. E. Branch of National
Civie Federation ; member Society of Colonial Wars.
| Harold Murdock, historian, Massachusetts Iistorical Soeiety; Bos-
tonian Bociety, ete.; fellow, American Academy Arts and Sciences.

Frederick W. Willspaugh, vice president general National Soclety,
Sons of the American Revolution.

Dr. Willlam J. Mixter, surgeon, consulting snrgeon Massachusetts
General Hospital and the Massachusetts Charitable Eye and Ear In-
firmary ; lleutenant colonel Medical Reserve Corps, 1919,
| Herbert Myrick, editor In chief of Farm and Home (Springfield, Mass.,
‘and Chicago) and of the New England Homestead, Springfield, Mass. ;
author of works on agriculture and on eduecation.

+ Herbert Parker, lawyer; former attorney general of Massachusetts;
vice president Boston Bar Association.

i Thomas W. Proctor, lawyer; president Massachusetts Bar Associa-
tlon ; vice president Boston Bar Association,

{ Dr. Benjamin E. Robinson, physician, representing the colored resi-
dents of Massachusetts.

Henry L. Shattuck, lawyer; member of Massachusetts Legislature:
former member of Massachusetts child labor committee.
| Leslie R. Smith, director of the division of reclamation, soil survey,
and fairs for Massachusetts agricultural department,

George F. Swain, consulting engineer; professor, Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology ; professor, Harvard Engineering School; member,
advisory delegation of American engineers sent to France in 1918,

Hon. Charles D, Washburn, lawyer; Member of Congress 1008-11:
member of Massachusetts constitutional convention of 1917,

Moorfield Storey, lawyer; former president Doston Bar Association;
president Civil Service Reform Club; president of Natlonal Association
for the Advancement of Celored People; honorary president Indian
Rights Association; ex-president American Bar Association.

Mrs., Nathaniel Thayer, director Immigration and Amerlcanization
for Massachusetts,

Elihu Thomson, electrical engineer and inventor; member of Na-
tional Research Couneil,

* Bentley W. Warren, lawyer ; member of Muassachusetts civil service
committee ; trustee of Willlams College, :

Mrs. John W. Weeks, wife of Becretary Weeks, of War Department.

George Bramwell Baker, president Bunker Hill Boys’ Club,

Dr. Morton Prince, physiclan, neurologist, author,

Caroline Ticknor, author and journalist.

Dr. George G. Bears, clinical professor, Howard Medical School ; con-
sulting physician, Boston City Hospital.

George A, Sweetser, lawyer; counsel for the town of Wellesley
1907-1011; director, Wellesley Cooperative Bank; director, Florence
Crittenton League of Compassion (a rescue society for wayward girls).

Right Rev, Willlam Lawrence, advisory board Massachusetts child
labor committee; bishop of Protestant Episcopal churches in Massa-
chusetts,

D. Chauncey Brewer, president Massachusetts Society for Protection
of the Immigrant.

Howard W. Brown, former member Massachusetts child labor com-
mittee,

KENTUCKY TEACHERS OPPOSE TWENTIETH AMENDMENT

The city and county school superintendents and teachers of Ken-
tucky in conference at Frankfort, Ky. December 18, 1924, adopted
the following resolution:

“ Whereas we, the superintendents and teachers of the counties and
cities of Kentucky, in Frankfort assembled, believe in the sovereignty
of the individnal and in the right of each State of this Union to regu-
late its internal affairs; and

“Whereas all States now have some form of child labor laws that
are being improved from time to time to meet the demands peculiar to
each State: Therefore be it

“Resolved Dy the superintendents and teachers here assembled, That
we go on record as opposed to the twentieth (child labor) amendment
to our Federal Constitution, which provides that Congress shall have
power to limit, regulate, and prohibit the labor of persoms of the
United States under 18 years of age.”

EENTUCKY FARM BUREAU OPPOSED

The Kentucky Farm Bureau Federafion, meeting in Louisville
December 19, 1924, adopted a resolution calling upoa all of its 6,000
members to bring pressure to bear on their representatives in the
Kentucky Legislature to the end that ratification of the amendment be
prevented,

Mr. BAYARD. In addition to this, T mentioned a moment
ago the fact that the granges throughout the country are also
opposed to this movement. Of course, I have not a list of
them, There are some thousands of them. I am quite sure
that upon reflection the Senator from Montana would not
accuse the individual granges, the State granges, or the
National Grange of this country of having a membership
which, merely because it is opposed to the movement which he
advocates, is either sordid or revolting; and yet he has allowed
himself to express himsel” in those terms, which I can not
understand he should apply to people of such standing in
our community as members of the grange or the people ap-
pearing on the list which I have given here.

I do not know exactly what the purpose of the Senator from
Montana was when he delivered that speech. He did not speak
at large on the question when it was up last spring, perhaps
because he felt that the movement would prevail so far as
Congress was concerned. But he has seen fit, when the cam-
paign is opened by the meeting of the legislatures of the sev-
eral States, or so many of them, since the first of this year
for the ratification or rejection of the proposed amendment,
to come out at this time and to deliver what I submit, with
due courtesy to him, to be a very impassioned speech against
all those who advocate the rejection of the amendment. His
speech, of course, has gone broadeast throughout the land.

I may say, in closing, that I think the Senator is mistaken
in his views. I say that with all good nature and courtesy to-
ward him. Another thing, I think the agitation of this ques-
tion perhaps has been a wise one, and in a way I am very
thankful to the Senator, and I have so expressed myself. He
has given me an opportunity to bring before the Members of
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the Senate and before the country, if I can, in my small way,
a knowledge of the movement that is golng on uander the guise
of the so-called child labor amendment, so that the people of
this country may realize just exactly what will result if we
concentrate in the Federal Government the control of the
family life up to the time the children arrive at their eighteenth
birthdays.

O Mr. President, so many people have said to me, regard-
less of party, within and withont my own State, since the
passage of this amendment, “ Can not something be done to
prevent the United States Government coming between parent
and child?™

I believe that the legislatures of the States mow in session
will answer that question in no uncertain way. ¢

POSTAL BALARIES AND POSTAL RATES

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the
consideration of the bill (S. 3674) reclassifying the =alaries
of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service, readjust-
ing their salaries and compensation on an equitable basis, in-
creasing postal rates to provide for such readjustment, and
for other purposes.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I am obliged to leave the
Chamber in a few moments, and will be away to-morrow ; so,
out of order, I want to ask the ehairman of the subcommittee,
the Senator from New Hampshire, about the provisions of the
bill covering fourth-class mail matter. There are in my State
a greal wany seed-growing concerns, which send out elaborate
catalogues, which are carried at the rate of 2 ounces for a
cent. They send a 6-ounce catalogue for 8 cents.

Under the terms of the bill proposed, any catalogue mail
parcel weighing more than 4 ounces will be thrown into the
fourth elass and will there be charged for at 5 cents per pound
or any fraction thereof, plus a service charge of 2 cents, which
would mean that the charge on a 6-ounce package would be
about 7 cents, instead of 3 cents, as at present. Of course, that
would bring down the income of the Government, in my judg-
ment, because instead of sending out a G-onnce package, get-
ting the mew rate of T cents, there would be three 2-ounce
pamphlets sent ont at 1 cent each. So we would still get but
3 cents, the present rate, and not the 7 cents contemplated by
the committee. T hope there may be some revision of thought
as regards fhat proposal on the part of the committee.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, in view of the fact, as I under-
stand, that the Senafor from New York has engagements which
it is necessary for him to keep and he will not be able to fol-
low this debate if it is unduly prolonged, I will anticipate with
reference to section 207 and say that, so far as paragraph (a)
of section 207 is concerned, the committee sought merely to
make uniform packages up to 4 ounces in both the third and
fourth classes. There have been many recommendations from
Postmasters General ever since the fourth-class mail matter
was instituted looking toward the consolidation of the two
classes of mail, and the committee, knowing these rates to be
only temporary and experimental, had in mind to make a
classification which would, in effect, consolidate the fourth and
the third classes up to 4 ounces,

That, however, is not the point upon which the Senator from
New York has placed his emphasis. The emphasis which he
mikes, as I understand it, is with reference to paragraph (b),
on page 43. I will say frankly to the Senator that this is one
of the two places in the bill as now before the Senate wherein
an error has arisen in the printing, the error not being due to
the printer, but due to the fact that fthe subcommittee in
making its amendments were using an imperfeet print of a
portion of the bill, It is the purpose of the subcommittee, "when
paragraph (b) of section 207, on page 43, is reached, to.perfect
the amendment by striking out the word *four " and inserting
the word *eight,” so that there will be an 8-ounce maximum
for books, catalogues, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, scions, and
plants.

That, as I understand it, was the chief point to which the
Senator from New York was directing his eriticism. That
will be cared for by a committee amendment when we reach it.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I thank the Senator for his
explanation,

Mr. MOSHES. 1 ought to add that the attention of the chair-
man of the subcommitiée was most emphatically called to this
prior to the remarks of the Senator from New York by a mem-
ber of the subcommittee, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorgE], who left the city at the time of the hearings under the
impression that the figure was to be left at 8 ounces instead
of 4.

Mr. COPELAND, 1 am very glad that this change is to be
made. The Senator from New Hampshire sald that there had

been a mistake in the committee print. Perhaps he will give us
the satisfaction of hoping that perhaps there have been mis-
takes with reference to other features of the bill, so that we
can have a more perfect bill before we get through,

Mr. MOSES. I am glad to have the great intellectual cooper-
ation of the Senator from New York on any matter,

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator.

THE OWNBEY CASE

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, a little while ago, while I was
out of the Chamber at lunch, my good friend the Senator from
Delaware [Mr, Bavarp] made a statement regarding a refer-
ence I made on yesterday to the courts in his State. I stated
that the judges who considered the Ownbey case in the lower
court alse sat in the supreme court when the final decision
was rendered. I was in error in stating that the judges who
sat in the lower court sat in the supreme court when final
action was taken. I got my impression from the argument
made by Colonel Ownbey's lawyer before the supreme court,
in which he said:

There was an opinion by the court sitting in banc in the superlor
court, the judges being the same Judges who sat also in the supreme
court.

As T understand it, the suit was instituted in the superior
court, where there were two judges, and the case was referred
by those two judges to the court in bane, where other judges
were invited to sit. This court sitting in banc determmined the
issue at stake and certified it, with their judgment, back to the
two judges who sat eriginally. Mind you, Mr. President, the
two Judges sat with these other judges concerning this case
and with them rendered a judgment about the case and referred
it back to themselves with the judgment which they had helped
to render, Sitting in that court in banc were judges who did
finally sit on the supreme court determining the case. So there
is not very much difference between that situation and what I
gaid originally. But the fact is, as I understand, that the two
judges who =at when the case was first instituted did not sit
finally on the supreme bench when the action was finally had
by the court in Delaware. I am glad that my good friend has
called attention to that, because I had no desire whatever to
mislead the Senate or the country about it.

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
hama yield to the Senator from Delaware?

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 yield.

Mr. BAYARD. I do not know whether the Senator from
Alabama was here a little while ago when I rose and made
an explanation.

Mr. HEFLIN.
at the time.

Mr. BAYARD. 1 said that the Senator was entirely inno-
cent of any intent to make a misstatement, that he had been
misinformed from beginning to end, and that tiat was the
reason why he made the statement.

Mr. HEFLIN. I was just referring to that. I was ont at
laneh when the Senator made his statement. I am glad he
did make that statement, although a part of my contention is
correct, that the judges who sat in banc determining this
matter in the outset, who denied Colonel Ownbey the right to
be heard, were also some of the judges who sat on the
supreme court, acting again on the very question that was
involved at the outset.

As to the other matter, I can not agree with my good friend
from Delaware about the judges not being able to do other
than they did in sustaining a statute of his State, calied
the * custom of London.” 1 stated on yesterday, and I desire to
state again, that if I had been one of the judges, when I saw
that that statute denied the defendant the right to come in
and plead and be heard, 1 would have held it unconstitu-
tional. I would have said that it ran counter to amend-
ments 5 and 14 of the Constitution, which provide for due
process of law. Then if those who instituted the suit had not
liked my ruling, 1 would have permitted them to take the
case to the Supreme Court, as I said on yesterday, and that
court could have decided whether my ruling was right when
I held that any act ought to be set aside which would deny
an American citizen the right to come in and be heard.

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Senator
that he is referring now to the petition of Colonel Ownbey to
to come into court after the act had been amended? Is that
right?

Mr, HEFLIN. Yes.

Mr. BAYARD. The Senator has forgotten, I think, the fact
that the judgment, in the first place, was taken in the superior
court, which was affirmed by the Delaware Supreme Court,

1 have just referred to my absence at lunch
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and that, in turn, upon a writ of certiorari, was affirmed by
the United States Supreme Court. The judgment stood.
Then, when Colonel Ownbey sought to come in and obtain
advantage of the amendment which had been made, which

was retroactive, he was met by the Superior Court of Dela- |

ware with the statement, “ This is a judgment, and a judg-
ment can not be impinged upon in any way, shape, or form
by any retroactive act, for two reasons: In the first place,
the Federal Constitution forbids the passage of any ex post
facto law; in the second place, a solemn act of the court
can not be impinged upon by the legislature.”

Those were two outstanding, universally known principles of
legal practice the court was bound to recognize. It was not
for the court, on its humanitarian side, to say, “ Oh, well, we
will give Colonel Ownbey a chance and let him take the case
up.” They knew ab initio, by the simplest canons of construe-
tion that this was a solemn judgment and could not be im-
pinged upon by that act. I think, if I may say so to the
Senator, that it would have been unfair and unjust for them
to lead Colonel Ownbey astray by undertaking to say some-
thing was constitutional when they must have known, if they
were competent to sit on a court, that it was wholly uncon-
stitntional. ;

Mr. HEFLIN. I am contending that in the outset the two
judges who sat on the court below, when they certified the
case up to the court in bane, should have declared it uncon-
stitutional, for it denied that man the right to come in and
be heard because he could not put up a bond of $200,000. I
think the Senator is in error when he says that the supreme
court had acted on this case before they made an effort to
reopen it, because the case was up here in 1920, and the amend-
ment was adopted in Delaware, I think, in 1919,

Mr. BAYARD. It was after the supreme court of our State
nad spoken.

Mr. HEFLIN. I am talking abount the supreme court of
the Senator’s State, but not the Supreme Court here,

Mr. BAYARD. That is true.

Mr, HEFLIN. After the legislature of the Senator's State
acted, as I am informed, and acted for the purpose of opening
this particular case, Mr. Neely, one of the lawyers for Colonel
Ownbey, appeared before the legislature and told them that
this man had not been treated fairly, and so forth—that is
the substance of the statement to me—and the legislature
passed that act, or rather amended the statute striking out the
part wh.ch required him to make the bond of $200,000 and
giving him the right to come in. When they went before the
court for Colonel Ownbey and moved to reopen the case and
permit him to come in, the court could have determined then,
becanse of the fundamental principles of right and justice in-
volved, that they would permit the case to be opened and al-
low the Supreme Court to decide whether that act was in con-
flict with the fifth and fourteenth amendments to the Censti-
tution.

Mr. BAYARD. May I interrupt the Senator to say that I
think he disregards this fact? It is the regular practice in an
inferior or nisi prins court in all States to bow to the determi-
nation of a superior court or court of last resort in all those
States when the court of last resort has determined the spe-
cific question. This specific question had been determined by
. the Supreme Court of Delaware, the court of last resort.

So when, after the amendment of this particular statute was
had, Colonel Ownbey came back again in court he was met
with two things. One was that the Legislature of the State of
Delaware could not pass a law impinging on a judgment, and
the second was that the judgment had been confirmed by the
court of last resort in the State of Delaware. I do not see how
the nisi prius court of Delaware is subject—and I say it with
greatest respect to the Benator—to criticism at the hands of
the Senator from Alabama or anybody else. It was doing alone
what it should do. It would have been a stupid, foolish thing
for the superior court in this case to say the act was uncon-
stitutional, because it would only have resulted in putting
Colonel Ownbey to the expense of again going over the same
thing, when it knew and everybody knew the result would be
the same.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator and I ean not agree about the
constitutionality of the statute. I think it is unconstitutional,
and I believe it ought to be repealed.

Mr. BAYARD. I am not going to pass upon that question.
That is a question for the courts alone.

Mr. HEFLIN. I am going back to the fundamental prineiple,
I do not care what kind of a statute it is or whose State it is;
it is a wrong statute which denies a citizen of the United
States the right to come in and plead and make answer and
testify because he can not put up a money consideration, Any

citizen ought to be able, without money and without price, to
come into court when he is proceeded against and called into
court to answer, and ought to be able to answer when he ar-
rives. When he does arrive and the court says, “ Unless you
can put up so much money you can not answer,” he is denied
due process of law. That is my contention in this case.

The two judges in Delaware in the lower court, as I said
before, sat in the court in banc with the other judges, invited in
to help render the decision. Finally, when the case went up to
the supreme court some of the judges who had already acted
on the case before—and I am correct about that—sat in final
judgment in the supreme court and rendered a decision back-
ing up the decision they had rendered at another sitting of
the court in bane.

I am glad to make the statement correcting that part where
I said the judges who sat in the court below also sat on the
supreme court bench. Those two judges did not do that, but
they did sit in the court in bane, and the judges who sat with
them in the court in bane did sit with the supreme court
on the final determination of the case,

" CHILD LABOR

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I desire to engage the atten-
tion of the Senate only for a few moments. I can not allow
the speech delivered to-day by the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Bavarn] on the child labor amendment to pass without ex-
pressing my deep gratification that he should have made another
most timely, instructive, and interesting contribution to the
literature of that subject. As we all know, one of the most
valuable of the contributions that have been made to the child-
labor discussion at all was that of the Senator at the last ses-
sion of Congress. Fortunately this address was distributed
throughout the country, and has had, it is safe to say, a very
decided effect in producing the adverse popular verdict which
would now seem certain to befall the child labor amendment.
Practically some 13 States of the Union have rejected it, and
it is as plain as anything can be that the sardonic grin of
death is settling upon its countenance.

I had intended to answer the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Warsu] myself, but it is so obvious that the child labor amend-
ment is doomed fo a sure if not ignominious death that I no
longer think it worth while to carry out my intention. But
there is just one thing that I desire to say before I dismiss
the subject from my further consideration.

I recollect that a great many years ago a distinguished Pres-
byterian divine said to me, just after he had made a tour of
the State of Georgia—this was not long after the Civil War—
that he had been curious to obtain an opinion from both Robert
Toombs and Alexander H. Stephens, of that State, as to the
probable result of the race conflict in the South which was
then so menacing. *“ What,” he asked Toombs, “ will be the final
issne of this conflict?” Toombs, in his blunt, dogmatic way,
replied, “ Extermination.”

Later, when he asked Stephens the same question, he an-
swered: “ Miscegenation,” Happily, we now know that there
is no reasonable prospect of either of those laconic and gloomy
prophecies ever being fulfilled. Whatever may be the final set-
tlement of the race issue in the Southern States, it is at least
not likely to take the form of either of those conclusions.

But for many years,"of course, the South has adopted and
by every means in its power kept in effect as a proper solution
of the southern race problem the policy of earrying along the
two races on parallel but never converging lines. I shall not
stop to ask whether that is a wise or an unwise policy; nor
shall T stop to ask whether it is a generous or a harsh poliey.
Everybody who knows me knows that I am no sectionalist,
I never hear the term * North and South” used in any con-
troversial sense that I do not feel like going off and smashing
a compass. I have not the least patience with any form of
narrow-minded, sectional, or local bigotry, and I am in favor
of extending to the Negro everywhere in the country the fullest
measure of just and friendly and helpful treatment. But we
know that there are special race conditions in the South, and
that they must be taken into account. As John Randolph once
said, with reference to the struggle over slavery, you might as
well try to cover up an earthquake with a carpet as to ignore
them.

So I pause just a moment to ask my southern brothers to
inquire of themselves what is likely to take place in the South-
ern States if the steady process of centralization which is now
going on in the sphere of the National Government is not in
some way or other checked? Personally, I am not opposed to
the ‘child labor amendment on mere sectional grounds. I should
shrink from resting my conelusions or convictions in relation
to any subject upon such a limited foundation as that. But
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the fact is that no less than nine Senafors from the Southern
States voted in favor of the child labor amendment at the last
session of Congress. It is safe to say that 25 or 30 years ago
such a thing wounld have been impossible.

1t would have savored of the rankest party heterodoxy or
heresy. But now, I repeat, no less than nine Senators from the
Southern States have voted in favor of an amendment to the
Constitution which penetrates to the very ecore, to the very
sanetnm sanctorum of the principle of State sovereignty.

There is not one of us who does not know that the next step
will be by constitutional amendment to have the Federal Gov-
ernment assume complete control over the general education
of the countiry. Already there is a proposed amendment that
contemplates the creation of a national department of educa-
tion.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Woris in the chair).
Does the Senator from Maryland yield to the Senator from
Massachusetis?

Mr. BRUCH. I yield.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. There is a bill reported here
by the committee on reclassification of the departments of the
Government providing for a department of education and relief.

Mr. BRUCE, And there is the Sterling-Towner bill, which
goes a long step, I believe, in the direction of conferring upon
the Federal Government authority in educational matters.

Mr, STERLING. If the Senator from Maryland will pardon
me, I want to refer to the statement made by the Senator from
Massachusetts. He refers not to the reclassifieation bill, but
to the reorganization bill, I think, which provides for the re-
organizing of the departments of the Government.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I refer to the bill reported
by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] creating a department
of edueation.

Mr. BRUCB. The difference, under the circumstances, be-
tween reorganization and reclassification is the difference
between tweedledum and tweedledee. Supch an attenuated
distinetion need not be pursued.

Mr. STERLING. If it were just confined to a department
of education, I would have no objection to the bill; but when
it seeks to bring in, under the heading * Department of educa-
tion and relief,” the War Veterans’ Bureau, the Pension
Burean, Vocational Education, and a number of other Gov-
ernment activities, then I think it is time to take notice and
object.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Maryland yield?

Mr. BRUCE. 1 yleld for a question.

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator recall from history that
in 1802 or 1803, none other than Thomas Jefferson, who was
then President of thie United States, the head of the party to
which the Senator from Maryland and I profess to belong, sent
a message to Congress recommending such an amendment to
the Constitution?

Mr. BRUCE. Well, of course, that great man had a very
bold, original, and speculative mind, that was always project-
ing itself beyond the horizo of daily political needs; but the
fact is that if he made such a proposition it met with no real
favor at the hands of the Demoeratic Pgrty.

As I have stated, already a movement is springing up, just
as the child-labor movement sprang up, to have the Federal
Government take over the complete control of popular ednea-
tion.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I wish to say that no such
proposition was involved in what was known as the Sterling-
Towner department of edueation bill.

Mr. BRUCHE. Well, as the French say, it is the first step
that costs. That bill, and other pending bills, are simply the
initial stages in a general movement, which, as I have stafed,
is looking to the complete regulation of education by the Fed-
eral Government throughout the United States. The very
speech delivered by the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu],
if my memory is not at fault, shows that he was in sympathy
with this movement as well as with the child-labor movement
itself. Let me ask my friends from the Southern States in
this Chamber just one question: Are you prepared to see
general control of popular education in the United States
lodged in the hands of the Federal Government? We know
that the Democratic Party is the minority party in this country;
and that it is only under very special conditions that it is ever
able to elect a President. Is there any Democrat who doubts
that if an amendment to the Federal Constitution were adopted
vesting control over education in this country in Congress, the
Republican Party would exercise that power to the extent of
riveting upon the South its own ideas as to the proper relations
between the races in the schools of the South?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor permit an interruption?

Mr. BRUCE., Yes.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I simply desire to make an
inquiry. Does the Senator think it would require a constitu-
tional amendment in order to have the Federal Government
take over the educational system of the country?

Mr. BRUCE. I do not know that it would. Federal aggres-
sion has pushed forward so stealthily and so successfully that
the old need for constitutional changes seems, in great measure,
to have passed away.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The bills which are pend-
ing to which the Senator has referred have all been introduced
on the assumption that the Constifution permitted the ereation
of a Federal department of education.

Mr. BRUCE. They have.

Mr. President, in no State of the United States are these
gradual encroachments of Federal authority over education
more distrusted and feared than in the State that I have the
honor in part to represent.

Mr. STERLING, Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair).
Does the Senator from Maryland yield to the Senator from
South Dakota?

Mr. BRUCE. I yield.

Mr. STERLING. I wish to say with reference to the prin-
ciples of the bill, indeed, the language of the bill to which
reference has been made, the educational department bill, that
it expressly disclaims any intention on the part of Congress to
interfere with the State authorities in the matter of education,
with the courses of study, the methods, plans, and so on, with
reference to education adopted by the State authorities,

Mr. BRUCE. I am not limiting my scrutiny in the slightest
degree to particular educational measures. What I have been
speaking of is the general trend in the direction of the eontrol
by the Federal Governmment over popular education in this
country.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Of course if we create a
Federal department of eduneation it will want some money
to spend.

Mr. BRUCH. Of course.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And will have to spend it
for the promotion of education.

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. Love grows by what it feeds on,
and so would education.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusefts. It is bound to expand, to be
a very important and very influential department, if once we
take the step.

Mr. BRUCE. Precisely.

Mr. President, as I was saying, nowhere in the United States
is the idea of subjecting popular education to Federal authority
more-disliked—I may say more abhorred—than in the State of
Maryland. That State, I am happy to say, is a land of toler-
ance; its finest tradition is tolerance. No matter what difficulty
religions sects in other communities in the United States may
find in living together in peace and amity, its people experience
no such difficulty. We want no system of education that wiil
interfere in any way with any reasonable sectarian privileges
that any religious sect has ever enjoyed in Maryland in the
matter of education; and as long as that State retains its
present power over the education of its children there will be
no such interference.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. Presidont. can the Senator give me
the figunres——

Mr. BRUCE. I am sorry I can not yleld to the Senator,
because it simply breaks np what I am saying into fragments
to answer any and every iuurruption, unless it shall assume
the form of a question.

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to ask the Senator a question,

Mr. BRUCE. Then I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. Can the Senator state how many white
and how many colored illiterates there are in his State?

Mr. BRUCE. I can not. I can only say that there are not
enough illiterates to prevent the State from being one of the
most intelligent in the United States, as it is one of the most
conservative and one of the sanest.

I spoke of tolerance. It may interest the Senate to know
that for some years we have elected three men as judges of
our probate court in Baltimore, one a Catholie, one a Protes-
tant, and one a Jew, and that they bave run right along to-
gether at elections, except that the Jew receives perhaps rather
a larger vote than the other two because he had been most nse-
fully connected with the business of the court before he and
his associates became judges.

We wish no interference with our parochial schools or other
private schools of any sort. Our State government has been
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wholly competent to endow onr people with a rich measure of
-tolerance, peace, and mutual consideration and understanding,
which we are not disposed to risk in any Federal experiment.

Now, to get back to the line of comment that I was pursuing,
let me ask, Is there a-single Senator here from the Southern
States who is prepared to deny that if popular edneation in
this conntry were to pass under the control of Congress there
waould be mixed schools in the South and that black and white
children would be found sitting side by side on the publie
school beuches in that section? The Republican majority in
Congress might not do that as a mere matter of tyranny or sim-
ply because they had the power to do it, but because the repre-
sentatives of that party in Congress would be accustomed to
deal with entirely different social conditions from those that
prevail at the Sonth and naturally would be disposed to take
an entirely different veiw of educational requirements and
rights from that taken by the representatives in Congress of
the South itself.

As I understand it, there are no separate schools for the
races anywhere in the Unifed Btates except at the South, The
certain result of the extension of Federal authority over popu-
lar eduncation throughout the country would, therefore, I say,
be to bring about mixed schools in the South. Already more
than one advocate of the child labor amendment has to my
knowledge been proclaiming the fact that when it shall have
been adopted the next step would be likewise to vest the regu-
lation of education throughout the country in the Federal
Government.

Furthermore, one of the amendments to the Tederal Con-
stitution that is now pending or agitated is designed to give
to the Federal Government the power to establish a uniform
system of marriage and divorce throughout the United States.
Does anyone believe that if such a power were bestowed a
Republican Congress would refrain from wiping off' the statute
books of the Southern States all laws prohibiting the intermar-
riage of blacks and whites? If the representatives of the
Southern States in Congress should raise an outery against
that act, it would doubtless receive as little heed as the protest
that they made here at the last session of Congress against the
confirmation of the colored man, Walter Cohen, as collector of
customs for the city of New Orleans. Once deprive the South
of the shield of local autonomy in the matter of edueation and
intermarriage and by many powerful influences of one sort or

another, political and social, the leaders of the Republican:

Party could be compelled, whether they wished to do so or not,
to pass laws breaking down all barriers of every sort between
the two races in the South. i

Rudyard Kipling once predicted that the future American
will have a slight kink in his hair.
cause the race reservations of the Sonth shall have been effaced
by processes of centralization which brought about the subjec-
tion of her peculiar social prejudices and prepossessions to the
will of an external authority which had no real sympathy with
them.

Now that the child labor amendment is coming to grief, I
might add that I hope that the fate which has befallen it is
merely the setting in of a reverse current of popular feeling,
which may in time bring to an end the stendy aggrandizement
of Federal authority that is such an alarming phenomenon at
the present hour.

Certainly the various child-labor systems that prevail in the
different States of the Union do not differ more widely from
each other than do the various educational systems in these
States. With the proper amendment to the Constitution, the
temptation and opportunity to establish a uniform educa-
tional system throughout the United States would be just as
marked as the temptation and opportunity to establish a uni-
form system of child labor,

Let this process of increasing Federal power go on, and wé
will have other illustrations of the bitter experience that we
have had with the eighteenth amendment to the Constitution—
an amendment that paid no heed whatever to the diverse so-
cial habits, usages, and manners of the different communities,
rural and urban, in the Union; and which consequently has
resulted in widespread popular demoralization and entirely in-
effectual efforts upon the part of the Federal Government to
arrest the steady ruin that is being worked in the character
;md habits of the American people by general disrespect for
aw,

So I take this occasion once more to blow the trumpet to
sound the tocsin, and to beg my Democratic comrades at least
to stand shonlder to shoulder for the purpose of resisting any
further usurpations of authority by the Federal Government,
or any further and even more deadly violatious of the funda-

If he does, it will be be-

mental principles upon which the free institutions of America
were originally based.

THE FRENCH DEBT

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I ask permission to insert in
the Recorp a letter and memorandum from the Secretary of the
Treasury. I will state briefly that the letter refers to a memo-
randum which was fornished me some months ago on the ques-
tion 6f the French debt, concerning which the Secretary of the
Treasury desires to make a correction. I am inserting the
letter and the memorandum so as to make the record complete
according to his view of the matter at the present time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the letter
and memorandum will be printed in the Recorp.

The matter referred to is as follows:

TrEASURY DEPARTMEXNT,
Washington, January 27, 1925,
Hon. WiLLiax E. BoraH,
United States Senate.

My Dear Sexaron: I nefe that in the course of your remarks on
interallied debts you Inserted in the CoxermssioNaL Recomp of Janu-
ary 22, 1925, page 2284, s memorandum on the loans mads
by France to the United States during and immediately following the
Revolutionary War. This memorandum was prepared by the Treasury
Department and sent to you on October 24, 1923, Shortly after that
date a revision was made, and 1 am sending you herewith a copy of the
revised form and eall your attention to the additlonal paragraph
marked on page 2. This additional paragraph simply calls attention to
the fact that in the settlement of 1782 France remitted certain arrears
of interest. With this modification the statement that the loans were
uitimately settled in full is correct.

I regret that a copy of the revised statement was not sent to you as
Boon 88 it was prepared,
Very truly yours, Ganrrarp B. WIXsTON,
Undersecretary of the Treasury.
LOANS AND SUBSIDIES GRANTED BY FRANCE TO THE UNITED STATES DUR-
ING AND IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE REVOLUTIONARY WAR

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, November 8, 1923

France made four loans to the United States during and immedlately
following the Revolution, all of which were negotiated by the Conti-
nental Congress, The details of these loans are as follows :

Date Loan When dus Amount Inxrg:ut
Per cent
by 1,_t:tn,wo livres rmx:} Indeﬁnmﬂ( (gmirﬁl? §181, 500 5
armers-general ar. M, "
France under auo- House Misc. Doe. No.
thority of €03, pt. 2, 50th s
Dee. 23, 1776, (Se- | 1st sess., serial No.
cret Journalsof Con- | 2385, p. 300, Revolu-
3 L. leﬁu Af- tionary  Diplomatie
fairs,” Vol. II, p.
the nit?d Btates—
1778-1783 | 18,000,000 livres from | 12 annual installments | 3,267,000 5
French Government from the third year
under authority of after conclusion of
resolution Dee. 3, peace,  _ (Confract
1777. (Journals of | dated July 18, 1782.
Congress, Vol. IL | Journals of Congress,
. 359.) Vol. IV, Appendix,
p. 0—Way and Gid-
T e
r 1823,
1781-82 | 10,000,000 livres from | 10 annual installments | 1,815,000 4
nch Government | from Nav. 5 1787,
under authority of | (Contract drawn July
resolution Oect. 26, 16, 1782. Journals of
g} &Swgt Jour- - Vol.) v,
ONZress, A ix, p. 20.
Vol. I, f\ 283.) i =
1783 | 6,000,000 livres from |6 annoal installments | 1,088,000 15
French Government | from Jan. 1, 1785,
mnder authority res- (Contract drawn Feb,
olution Sept. 14 25, 1783,  Journals of
1782. (Journals of | Congress, Vol. I V,
Gu_nsgiws, Vol. 1V, Appendix, p. 23.)
p. 78.,

1 Beginning Jan. 1, 1784,

The 18,000,000 livre loan was made in installments ranging over
the perlod of 1778-1782, the advances in the latter year amounting to
6,000,000 Hvres. In the contract of July 18, 1782, France remitted
the arrears of interest on this loan to that date ** * * and from
thence to the date of the treaty of peace ®* * *'" 1In this same
confract France also agreed to bear the commissionz and bank charges
fncident to the 10,000,000-livre loan, which was in fact borrowed from
Holland by France for the account of the United States. Franklin
in transmitting this coniract said in part: “In reading the confract
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you will disecover several fresh marks of the King's goodness to us,
amounting to the value of near two milllons [livres].”

Due to the condition of the finances of the new Government interest
payments on these loans as well as the installments on the principal
were not always made promptly, but the account, both prineipal and
interest, with the exception of the interest remitted, as shown above,
was ultimately settled in full. All amounts still unpaid in 1795 were
converted into domestie stock bearing interest at 414 and 514 per-cent
per annum. Oliver Wolcott, jr., the Secretary of the Treasury at that
time, said that “* * * Dby this operation the debt as due under
former contracts to the Republic of France may be considered as dis-

charged.” The details pertaining to repayments on the principal and
refunding operations of the various loans are as follows:
Loa Re is g;;rued int? lﬁ?}%ﬁd Total

Date n ymen per cent |in per
3 stock eent stock

$27,811.11

544, 500, 00

‘039,030.0]

726, 000. G0

153, 888, 89

272, 250.00

544, 500. 00

329, 100. 00

188, 083. 04

1,032, 150. 00

377, 516.04

, 080, 000. 00

352, 500. 00

1 In tohaceo. )

$ American State Papers, Finanee, vol. 1, p. 360.

There ig attached a photostat copy of a statement prepared by the
Regleter of the United States Treasury, dated April 28, 1800 (American
Btate I'apers, Finance, v. 1, p. 671), which shows the French debt at
the beginning of the Government and its ultimate extinguishment, both
principal and interest. Thus, of the total amount of $6,352,500 bor-
rowed, the sum of $4,327,600 was repald by 1793, and the balance, or
$2,024,900, was refunded into 41 per cent and 514 per cent domestic
stock. The 414 per cent stock was all repaid in due course between

1807 and 1808, while the final payment was made on the 534 per cent
stock in 1815, ;

In addition to the loans described above, there were cerfain aids
and subsidies granted by the French King to the American colonies.
In these subsidies Spain participated to the extent of 1,000,000
livres. The amounts and dateg of these subsidies are as follows:

Livres
In 1776, from France - 2, 000, 000
In 1776, from Spain_ e 1, 000, 000
In 1777, from France 2, 000, 000
In 1781, from France... 6, 000, 000
Total (equal to $1,906,500)_ 11, 000, 000

Thus the gifts from France amounted to $1,815,000.

The first subsidy from France of 2,000,000 livres and the subsidy
of 1,000,000 from Spain were handled by M. Caron de Baaumarchais,
who carried on his work under the guise of a Spanish trading com-
pany by the name of Roderique Hortales & Co. The »thers were
negotiated through Benjamin Franklin. 8o far as the Treasury has
been able to determine the facts, there was never any misunderstanding
over the gratuities granted by the I'rench King to the United States
through Benjamin Franklin, in amount 8,000,000 livres. The adjust-
ment of 1785 zeems conclugive In this respect. Moreover, the mutual
claims of France and the United States have been the subjéct of
several freatfies between the parties, but no reference is found to
any supposed debt to France originating in the support given by
France to the United Btates in the Revolutionary War. The earliest
of these freaties was the one of September 30, 1800, followed by
that of April 30, 1803, ceding Louislana to the United States.

A dispute, however, arose between Beaumarchais and Congress over
the claims of the former. IIe made large shipments of munitions and
supplies to this country for the use of the Revolutionary Army, ag-
gregating over 6,000,000 livres, according to Bayley's history of
national loans of the United States., These were afterwards the
gubject of claims presented by Beaumarchais and his heirs. Settle-
ment was finally made in 1835 by the payment of 810,000 livres
fo his heirs., Mr. Bayley made a careful investigation of the claims
of Beaumarchais against the United States, and in stating the amount
in the volume referred to shows an overpayment by the United States
of 1,426,787 livres (about $250,000).

No. 6
Statement of the French debt af the commencement of the present Gocernment, and of ity ultimate extinguishment
Amount Amount
To general account of foreign receipts and expend- Capital on the 1s! January, 1790, riz;:
itures remitted to Paris, from Amsterdam and :
Antwerp: Lirres Sols. Den. Dollars Loan of 18,000,000 livres. ... 18, 000, 000
Guilders 10,080,419, 1 produced ... __.__.___. 24,103,005 14 04 | 4,032, 167,62 || Loan of 10,000,000 livres._._. 10,000, 000
To aceount of expenditures of the United Staies: Loan of 6,000,000 livres...... £, 000, 000 Lirres Sols. Den,
Paid at the Treasury.......... $2,751,004.00 | 15,162,005 09 10 | 2,751,004 00 34, 000, 000
To the War Department: Balance of account of supplies
For supplies of military stores . 8,962, 00 40,377 8 02 8,062, 00 settled at the Treasury. ... ...cocecricasionmnns 134,085 07 06
To loan of foreign debt: Contract with the farmers-
Amount of 514 per cent stock.. 1,848, 000. 00 general .____..___ BRI 1, 000, 000
Amount of 414 per cent stock.. 176, 000. 00 Deduct so moch paid by the
——— 11,156,473 16 07 | 2,024, 900. 00 late Government. ......... 153,229 05 07
To profit and loss account: :
For a gain erising from the ex- 846,770 14 05
change between Amsterdam Deduct supplies furnished
and Antwerp, and Paris, viz: the French consul, by the
The remittances from Am- late Government. ......... HE4TL 4 08
sterdam and Antwerp, on 308,208 19 09
account of the principal of Dollars
the French debt, were Principal 34,532,364 07 08| 6 207,624.15
livres 24,193,005 14 4 18
ENI00E.: e o b ol 4 il 4, 291, 030. 53 Interest on 18t of January, 1780
The value of guilders, 10,- -
080,410 01 40 cceuriean 4,032, 167. 62 Amanﬁes of interest on the
R [~ 7o) R s By i e 8, 800, 000
Differenee to the ecredit of this Arrearages of interest on sup-
secount from exchange 358, 862. 01 v T R s S s 41,805 08 07
Contract with farmers-gen-
eral 126,017 15 04
8,067,913 13 1 *1,627,676.24
Interest
. which aec-
crued in
b ¢ I SO 1, 600, 000
Interest
on supplies
and farm-
ers-gen- -
eral con-
1 AR 26,618 14 04
—_— 1,026,618 14 04 |caecieacinrenannana 205, 231. 29
Inter 10,594,521 18 03
T 45,126,806 05 06 | 8,100, 53168
Interest in 1791, 1792, 1703, 17, and 1795, until
T S S L R S 5,433,966 03 05 086, 264. 85
50, 560,862 08 11 | 9,176, 796.53 50, 560,862 08 11 | 8,176,796, 53

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, REGISTER'S OFFICE, April £8, 1500,

JOSEPE NOURSE, Register.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MOSES obtained the floor.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—

Mr. MOSES. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator is going to press for a
vote to-night, I desire to suggest the absence of a guornm,

Mr. MOSES. It is perfectly evident, with the attendance
in the Chamber at this hour, that it will be impossible to have
a vote upon the pending amendment to-day, and I do not
intend to press for one,

Mr. McEELLAR. Then I withdraw my suggestion.

Mr. MOSES. I intend presently to move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business, and then
I shall ask the Senate to take a recess until to-morrow. I
want to take this occasion, however, to give notice that unless
we are able to make material progress with the pending bill
to-morrow I shall ask the Senate to sit to-morrow evening for
the purpose of considering some of the pending amendments.

Mr. McKELLAR., I want to say, so far as I am concerned,
that I shall be perfectly willing to sit to-morrow night and
expedite the consideration of this matter as much as possible.

Mr, MOSES. Then, Mr. President, I give formal notice that
to-morrow 1 shall expect the Senate to sit during the evening
in pursuance of the consideration of this bill.

Mr. BORAH. I hope that expeetation is not too earnest.

Mr. MOSES. Oh, of course any Senator can ask for a
quornm, and if one is not available we will send out for it
and bring it in in evening attire. .

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope we shall get through with the bill
to-morrow. 1 see no reason why we should not do so. Unless
something interferes, as it did to-day, I see no reason why we
ghould not finish this bill to-morrow.

Mr. BORAH. I think, unless something interferes, it will
be finished to-morrow.

Mr. MOSES. I have had that notion every day—unless
gomething interferes with the bill,

I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of
execntive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 12 minutes spent
in executive session, the doors were reopened.

COMMERCIAL UKRION ASSURANCE CO. (LTD.), ETC.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair) laid
before the Senate the amendments of the House of Repre-
sentatives to the bill (8. 1975) for the relief of the Commer-
cial Union Assurance Co, (Ltd.), Federal Insurance Co., Ameri-
can & Foreign Marine Insurance Co., Queens Insurance Co.
of America, Firemen's Fund Insurance Co., United States
Lloyds, and the St. Paul Fire & Marine Insurance Co., which
were on page 1, line 4, to strike out “thirteen” and insert
“twelve " ; on page 1, line 7, fo strike out “ 12039 " ; on page 2,
line 6, to strike ont “ $2.,600 ™ and insert “ $2,400 ”; on page 2,
line 7, to strike out “ $2,600" and insert “§2,400""; on page 2,
line B, to strike out “ §1,050™ and insert “ $1,800”: on page 2,
line 9, to strike ount “$1,850™ and insert “$1,800"; on page
2 line 9, to strike out “$1,820” and insert *$1.680"; on
page 2, line 10, to strike ont “$1,560" and insert * $1,440";
on page 2, line 11, to strike out “$520” and insert * $480";
and on page 2, line 11, to strike out * $13,000” and insert
4 $12,000."

Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House of Representatives,

The motion was agreed to,

RECESS

Mr. MOSES. I move that the Senate take a recess until 12
o'clock noon to-morrow,

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 47 minutes

p. m.) the Senate fook & recess uniil to-morrow, Thursday,

January 29, 1925, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONVENTION FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF' INTERNA-
TIONAL COMMISSIONS OF INQUIRY

In executive session this day, the following convention was
ratified, and, on motion of Mr. Borag, the injunction of secrecy
was removed therefrom:

To the Senate:

With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate
to ratification I transmit, with an accompanying report by the
Becretary of State, a convention between the United States and
the Republics of Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua,

and Costa Rica, for the establishment of international commis~
slons of inquiry, signed at Washington on February 7, 1923,
CaLviy CoOLIDGE.
Tae Wmite House,
Washington, December 13, 192}

THE PRESIDENT ! RS

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to lay
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body fo ratifi-
cation, if his judgment approve thereof, a convention between
the United States and the Republics of Guatemala, El Salvador,
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica, for the establishment of
international commission of inquiry, signed at Washington on
February 7, 1923,

The convention provides that it shall take effect for the
parties which ratify it immediately after the day on which at
least three of the contracting Governments deposit their ratifi-
cations with the Government of the United States. The con-
vention has been approved by Costa Rica and Guatemala, and
also by Nicaragua with the reservation that the ratification
shall not take place until the approval of the convention by the
Senate of the United States. A sufficient number of the Central
American Governments to give it effect having approved the
convention, if approved by the Senate, the submission of the
convention to the Senate is recommended.

Respectfully submitted.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, December 11, 1924,

"Omaries BE. HucHES,

CONVENTION FOR THE HSTABLISHMENT OF INTERNATIONAL COMMISSIONS
OF INQUIRY

The Government of the United States of America and the
Governments of the Republics of Guatemals, El Salvador,
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica, desiring to unify and
recast in one single convention, the conventions which the
Government of the United States concluded with the Govern-
ment of Guatemala on September 20, 1913, with the Govern-
ment of El Salvador on August 7, 1913, with the Government
of Honduras on November 3, 1913, with the Government of
Nicaragua on December 17, 1918, and with the Government
of Costa Rica on February 13, 1914, all relating to the es-
tablishment of International Commissions of Inquiry, have for
that purpose named as their plenipotentiaries:

The President of the United States of America:

The Honorable Charles H. Hughes, Secretary of State of
the United States of America.

The Honorable Sumner Welles, envoy extraordinary and
minister plenipotentiary.

The President of the Republic of Guatemala:

Sefior Don Francisco Sfnchez Latour, envoy extraordinary
and minister plenipotentiary to the United States of America.

The President of the Republic of El Salvador:

Sefior Doctor Don Francisco Martinez Suifirez, President of
the Supreme Court.

Sefior Doctor Don J. Gustavo, Guerrero, envoy extraordinary
and minister plenipotentiary to Italy and Spain,

The President of the Republic of Honduras:

Sefior Doctor Don Alberto Uclés, Ex-Minister for Foreign
Affairs.

Seflor Doctor Don Salvador Coérdova, ex-minister resident
in El Salvador.

Sefior Don Rafil Toledo L6pez, chargé d’affaires in France,

The President of the Republic of Nicaraguna :

Sefior General Don Emiliano Chamorro, Ex-President of
the Republic and enwoy extraordinary and minister plenipo-
tentiary to the United States of America.

Seflor Don Adolfo Cirdenas, Minister of Finance.

Sefior Doctor Don Maximo H., Zépeda, Ex-Minister for
Foreign Affairs.

The President of the Republic of Costa Rica:

Seflor Licenciado Don Alfredo Gonzilez Flores, Ex-Presi-
dent of the Republic.

Sefior Licenciado Don J. Rafael Oreamuno, envoy extraor-
dinary and minister plenipotentiary to the United States of
America.

Who, after having exhibited to one another their respective
full powers which were found to be in good and proper form,
have agreed upon the following articles:

ARTICLE I

When two or more of the contracting parties shall have
failed to adjust satisfactorily through diplomatic channeis a
controversy originating in some divergence or difference of
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opinion regarding questions of fact, relative to failure to com-
ply with the provisions of any of the treaties or conventions
existing between them and which affect neither the sovereign
and independent existence of any of the signatory Republics,
nor their honor or vital interests, the parties bind themselves
to institute a commission of inquiry with the object of facilitat-
ing the settlement of the dispute by means of an impartial in-
quiry into the facts.

This obligation ceases if the parties in dispute should agree
by common accord to submit the question to arbitration or to
the decision of another tribunal. 3

A commission of inquiry shall not be formed except at the
request of one of the parties directly interested in the investi-
gation of the facts which it is songht to elucidate.

ARTICLE 1II

Once the case contemplated in the preceding article has
arisen, the parties shall by common accord draw up a protocol
in which shall be stated the question or questions of fact which
it is desired to elucidate.

When, in the judgment of one of the interested Governments,
it has been impossible to reach an agreement upon the terms of
the protocol, the commission will proceed with the investiga-
tion, taking as a basis the diplomatic correspondence upon the
matter which has passed between the parties.

ARTICLE III

Within the perlod of 30 days subsequent to the date on
which the exchange of ratifications of the present treaty has
been completed each of the parties which have ratified it shall
proceed to nominate five of its nationals to form a permanent
list of commissioners; The Governments shall have the right
to change their respective nominations whenever they should
deem it advisable, notifying the other contracting parties.

ARTICLE IV

When the formation of a commission of ingniry may be in
order, each of the parties directly interested in the dispute
shall be represented on the commission by one of its nationals,
selected from the permanent list. The commisisoners selected
by the parties shall by common accord choose a president, who
shall be one of the persons included in the permanent list by
any of the Governments which has no interest in the dispute.

In default of said common agreement the president shall be
designated by lot, but in this case each of the parties shall have
the right to challenge no more than two of the persons selected
in the drawing. 2

Whenever there shall be more than two Governments di-
rectly interested in a dispute, and the interests of two or more
of them be identical, the Government or Governments, which
may be parties to the dispute, shall have the right to increase
the number of their commissioners from among the members of
the permanent list nominated by said government or govern-
ments, as far as it may be necessary, so that both sides in the
dispute may always have equal representation on the com-
mission.

In case of a tie the president of the commission shall have
two votes.

If for any reason any one of the members appointed to form
the commission should fail fo appear, the proeedure for his re-
placement shall be the same as that followed for his appoint-
ment. While they may be members of a commission of inquiry,
the commissioners shall enjoy the immunities which the laws
of the country, where the commission meets, may confer on
Members of the National Congress,

The diplomatic representatives of any of the contracting par-
ties secredited to any of the governments which may have an
interest in the questions which it is desired to elucidate shall
not be members of a commission.

ARTICLE V

The commission shall be empowered to examine all the facts,
antecedents, and circumstances relating to the question or gues-
tions which may be the object of the investigation, and when it
renders its report it shall elucidate said facts, antecedents, and
circumstances, and shall have the right to recommend any solu-
tions or adjustments which, in its opinion, may be pertinent,
just, and advisable.

ARTICLE VI

The findings of the commission will be considered as reports
upon the disputes which were the objects of the Investigation,
but will not have the value or force of judicial decisions or
arbitral awards.

ARTICLE VIl

In the case of arbitration or complaint before the tribunal
created by a convention signed by the five Republics of Central

America, on the same date as this convention, the reports of
the commission of inguiry may be presented as evidence by any
of the litigant parties.
ARTICLE YIII

The commission of inquiry shall meet on the day and in the
place designated in the respective protoeol, and failing this, in
the place to be determined by the same commission, and once
installed it shall have the right to go to any loecalities which it
shall deem proper for the discharge of its duties. The contract-
ing parties pledge themselves to place at the disposal of the
commission, or of its agents, all the means and facilities neces-
sary for the fulfillment of its mission,

ARTICLE IX

The signatory Governments grant to all the commisxinns.
which may be constituted the power to summon and swear in
witnesses and to receive evidence and testimony. ]

ARTICLE X

During the investigation the parties shall be heard and may
have the right to be represented by one or more agents and
counsel, :

ARTICLE X1

All members of the commission shall take oath before the
highest judicial authority of the place where it may meeg
duly and faithfully to discharge their duties. !

ARTICLE XII

The inquiry shall be conducted so that both parties must be
heard. Consequently the commission shall notify each party
of the statements of fact submitted by the other and shall fix
periods of time in which to receive evidence.

Once the parties are notified, the commission shall proceed to
the investigation, even though they fail to appear.

ARTICLE XIII

As soon as the commission of inquiry is organized, it shall,
at the request of any of the parties to the dispute, have the
right to fix the status in which the parties must remain, in order
that the conditions may not be aggravated and matters may
remain in the same state pending the rendering of the report
by the commission,

ARTICLE XIV

The report of the commission shall be published within three
months, to be reckoned from the date of its inauguration, unless
the parties directly interested decrease or increase the time by
mutual consent. !

The report shall be signed by all the members of the com-
mission. Should one or more of them refuse to sign it, note
shall be taken of the fact, and the report shall always be valid
provided it obtains a majority vote,

In every case the vote of the minority, if any, shall be pub-
lished with the report of the commission.

One copy of the report of the commission and of the vote of
the minority, if any, shall be sent to each of the ministers of
foreign affairs of the contracting parties.

ARTICLE XV

Each party shall bear its own expenses and a proportionate
share of the general expenses of the commission.

The president of the commission shall receive a monthly com-
pensation of not less than $500, American gold, in addition to -
his traveling expenses.

ARTICLE XVI

The present convention, signed In one original, shall be de-
posited with the Government of the United States of America,
which Government shall furnish to each of the other signatory
Governments an authenticated copy thereof. It shall be ratified
by the President of the United States of America, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate thereof, and by the execu-
tive and legislative powers of the Republics of Guatemala, El
Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica, in conformity
with their constitutions and laws. !

The ratifications shall be deposited with the Government of
the United States of America, which will furnish to each of
the other Governments an authenticated copy of the procés
verbal of the deposit of ratification. It shall take effect for the
parties which ratify it immediately after the day on which at
least three of the contracting Governments deposit their ratifi-
eations with the Government of the United States of America.
It will continue in force for a period of 10 years, and shall
remain in force thereafter for a period of 12 months from
the date on which any one of the contracting Governments shall
have given notification to the others, in proper form, of its
desire to denounce it.
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The denunciation of this convention by one or more of the
said contracting parties shall leave it in force for the parties
which have ratified it but have not denounced it, provided that
these be no less than three in number. Should any Central
American States bound by this convention form a single politi-
cal entity, this convention shall be eonsidered in foree as be-
tween the new entity and the contracting Republies which may
have remained separate, provided that these be no less than two
in number. Any of the signatory Republics which should fail
to ratify this convention shall have the right to adhere to it
while it is in force,

In witness whereof the above-named plenipotentiaries have
signed the present convention and affixed thereto their respec-
tive seals,

Done at the city of Washington, the gseventh day of February,
one thousand nine hundred and twenty-three.

Cuaartes E. HUGHES, [sEAL.]
SuMnseER WELLES. [sEAL.]
_Fraxcisco SANCHEZ LATOUR. [SEAL.]
F. MARTINEZ SUAREZ. [sEAL.]
J. GusTavo GUERRERO. [sEAL.]
ArBERTO UCLES. [sEAL.]
SArLvapor CORDOVA. [sEAL.]
Ratn ToreEpo LOPEZ. [sEAL.]
Eamitrano CHAMORRO. [8EAL.]
ApoLro CARDENAS, [sEAL]
Maximo H. ZEPEDA. [8EAL.]
ALFREDO GONZALEZ. [SEAL.]
J. BAFAEL OREAMUNO. [sEAL.]

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations. received by the Renate January 28
(legislative day of January 26), 1925
GOVERNOR OF HAWAII

Wallace R. Farrington, of Honolulu, Hawalii, to be Governor

of Hawaii. A reappointment.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Bamuel W. McNabb, of California, to be United States
attorney, southern district of California, vice Joseph C. Burke,
resigned,

POSTMASTERS

ALABKA

Grace Brook to be postmaster at Fort Yukon, Alnska, in
place of W. L. Harber, resigned.
CALIFORNIA
Michael G. Callaghan to be postmaster at Livermore, Calif.,
in place of M. G. Callaghan., Incumbent’s commission expired
June 4, 1924,
FLORIDA

Wilber C. Russell to be postmaster at Fort Pierce, Fla., in

place of Thomas Roden, removed,
GEORGIA

Clarence W. Bazemore to be postmaster at Butler, Ga., in
p!!]z;ie of M. N. Riley, Incumbent’s commission expired June 4,
1

IDAHO

YWilliam C. Quarles to be postmaster at Gibbs, Idaho. Office

became presidential January 1, 1025,
ILLINOIS

Jesse E. Meharry to be postmaster at Tolono, I, in place
of J. P, Crawtord, deceased.

Paul R. Beebe to be postmaster at Forreston, Ill, in place
052(3} C. Fonken, Incumbent's commission expired August 29,
p |

INDIANA

Floyd Coomler to be postmaster at Lagro, Ind. Office became

presidential January 1, 1925.
I0WA

Finley E. Dutfon to be postmaster at Manchester, Towa, in

place of D, A. Preussner, resigned.
LOUISIANA

Lonise L, Bass to be postmaster at Willetts, La. Office be-

came presidential January 1, 1925,
MASSBACHUSETTS

Charles C. Starratt to be postmnster at Ocean Bluff, Mass,

Oﬁce became presidential January 1, 1925,

LXVI—104

MICHIGAN

Asher B. Merritt to be postmaster at Leonidas, Mich, Office
became presidential January 1, 1925.

Clande B. Hoffmaster to be postmaster at Hopkins, Mich,,
in place of M. R. Gordon, resigned.

MIXKKNESOTA

Albert Groenke to be postmaster at New Germany, Minn,
Office became presidential January 1, 1925.

Ora M. Goodfellow to be postmaster at Kenyon, Minn, in
place of O. M. Goodfellow, Incumbent'’s commission expired
June 5, 1924,

Joseph F. John to be postmaster at Browerville, Minn., in
place of Lambert Irsfeld. Incumbent’s commission exp:red
June 5, 1924,

MISSOURT

Martha T. Russell to be postmaster at Bertrand, Mo.
Office became presidential July 1, 1924,

NEEBRASEA

Harry A. Moore to be postmaster at DuBois, Nebr.
became presidential January 1, 1925.

NEW YORK

Rosella M. Palmeter to be postmaster at Purling, N. Y.
Office became presidential January 1, 1925,

William O. Meade to be postmaster at Hall, N. Y. Office
became presidential January 1, 1925,

Celia D. White to be postmaster at Fishkill, N. Y., in place
052,:{ P. Dugan. Incumbenta commission expired August 5,
1

Office

NORTH CAROLINA
James V, Benfleld to be postmaster at Valdese, N. C. Office
became presidential Janunary 1, 1925.
Ike R. Forbes to be postmaster at Cramerton, N. C. Office
became presidential January 1, 1924,
Joseph C. McAdams to be postmaster at Elon College, N. C.,
‘in place of C. A. Hughes, resigned.
: OHIO
Earl F. Liebtag to be postmaster at East Canton, Ohio.
Office became presidential January 1, 1925,
OREGON
Hlizabeth M. Ward to be postmaster at Philomath, Oreg., in
plalr:&if J. A. Waikins, Incumbent’s commission expired June
PENNBYLVANTA
David R. WI:Itehm to be postmaster at Strattanville, Pa.
Office became presidential January 1, 1925.
S8OUTH CAROLINA
Angus L. Campbell to be postmaster at Patrick, 8. O, Office
became presidential April 1, 1924,
VIRGINTA
Mary O. Pumphrey to be postmaster at West Point, Va., in
place of F. A, Taylor, removed.
WYOMING
Henry H. Loucks to be postmaster at Sheridan, Wyo., in
place of J. W, Morgareidge, deceased.

CONFIRMATIONS
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 28
(legislative day of Janwary 26), 1925
MeMmBeER oF THE FarM Losx Boarp
Robert A. Cooper to be a member of the Farm Loan Board,
POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA
Perry W. Caraway, Fayette,
GEORGIA
Nellie B. Brimberry, Albany.
John F. Charles, Chatsworth,
Lonis 8. Marlin, Doerun
Robert L. 0'Kelley, Grantville,
William M. McElroy, Norcross,
Allie D, Griffin, Quitman,
ILLINOIS
Mildred E. Wright, Murrayville.
John M. Yolton, Fort Byron.
Olga M. Streetz, River Grove.
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MINNESOTA
. Marvin R. Christensen, Arco.
Zenas V. Johnston, Atwater.
Willie W. Bunday, Dennison.
Henry B. Young, Holt,
Ernst A, Lofstrom, Litchfield.
MONTANA
Eliza J. Davis, Kevin.
NORTH DAKOTA
John D. Greene, Edgeley.
WEST VIRGINIA
Earl Morris, Pursglove.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Webnespay, January 28, 1925

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev, James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

O Thou in whose presence our souls find rest, on whom in
affliction we call, at the doorway of our labors we would ask
that Thon wouldst make us wortbier of Thy care and con-
fidence. - Great and holy is the Lord, and we thank Thee that
Thou wilt be our guide and refuge all along life’s way. All
our paths of love and mercy spring from Thy throne. Thou

hast put the music of hope in the world and set its bright light |-

in the skies of Thy earthly children. Reyeal unto us, O Lord,
the things that are wise, prudent, and helpful, and may all our
labors be rooted in intelligent convietion. Bless us all with
the freedomn of a large charity; and give us deﬁn.ite under-
standing of all immediate problems. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
ELLEN B. WALEER

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr, Speaker, I present a conference re-
port upon the bill (8. 365) for the relief of Ellen B. Walker,
for printing under the rules.

CONFERENCE REPORT
The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (8.
365) for the relief of Ellen B. Walker, having met, after full
and free conference have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:
That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the House numbered 1, and agree to the same.
Geo. W. EbMoNDs,
CHARLES L. UNDERHILL,
Joux C. Box,
Managers on the part of the House.

ARTHUR CAPPER,
SELDEN P. SPENCER,
Managers on the part of the Benate.

BTATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the ennference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Honse to the bill (8. 385) for the relief of Ellen B. Walker
submit the following written statement explaining the effect of
the action agreed on by the conference committee and sub-
mitted in the accompanying conference report:

The amount is reduced from §5,000 to $1,560.

Gro. W. HpMoNDS,
CHARLES L. UNDERHILL,
Jonx C. Box,

Managers on the part of the House.

HEIRS OF AGNES INGELS, DECEASED

Mr. UNDERHILI., Mr. Speaker, I present a conference re-

port upon the bill (8. 1765) for the relief of the heirs of Agnes |

Ingels, deceased, for printing under the rules:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (8.
1765) for the relief of the heirs of Agnes Ingels, deceased,
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to

|

1

r';l'oloio;)u:m:e.nd and do recommend to their respective Houses as
'WE .

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the House numbered 1 and 2, and agree to the same.

Geo. W. Ebmonps,
Caaries L. UNDERHILL,
Jorx C. Box,

Managers on the part of the House,

ARTHUR CAPPER,
SELDEN P. SPENCER,
Managers on the part of the Senate,

BTATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Ilouses on the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 1765) for the relief of the heirs of
Agnes Ingels, deceased, submit the following written state-
ment explaining the effect of the action agreed on by the con-
ference committee and submitted in the accompanying con-
ference report:

The amount is reduced from $£5,000 to £1,000.

Geo. 'W. Epmonbs,
CuarLES L. UNDERHILL,
Joux C. Box,

Managers on the part of the House,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment
the bill (H. R. 7064) to encourage commercial aviation and
to authorize the Postmaster General to contract for air mail
service,

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to
the report of the committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the House
of Representatives fo the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 107) en-
titled joint resolution declaring agriculture to be the basie
industry of the country, and for other purposes,

The message also aunouneed that the Senate had agreed
to ‘the amendments of the House of Representatives to the
bills of the Senate of the following titles:

$5.703. An act making an. adjustment of certain accounts
beiween the United States and the District of Columbia; and

8.1179. An act to authorize the commissioners of the Dis-
frict of Columbia to close certain streets, roads, or highways
in the District of Columbia rendered useless or unnecessary
by reason of the opening, extension, widening, or straighten-
ing in accordance with the highway plan of other streets,
roads, or highways in the District of Columbia, and for other

purposes.

The message also announced that the President pro tem-
pore had appointed Mr. SHORTRIDGE, Mr. SwaAxnsoN, Mr, Mer-
carF, and Mr. CopELaxp, members of the Board of Visitors to
the Naval Academy for the year 1925 on behalf of the Senate,
pursuant to the provisions of the act of Congress of August
29, 1916, relative to the appointment of the Board of Visitors
to the Naval Academy.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

A message in writing from the President of the United States
by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries, wlo also informed the
House of Representatives that the President had approved and
signed bills of the following titles:

On January 24, 1925:

H. R. 38847, An act granting a certain right of way, with au-
thority to improve the same, across the old canal right of way
between Lakes Union and Washington, King County, Wash.

On January 26, 1025:

H. R.10467. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Huntington & Ohio Bridge Co. to construct, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the Ohio River between the city of
Huntington, W. Va., and a point opposife in the State of Ohio.

On January 28, 1925:

H.R.8235. An act for the rellef of Akiieselskabet Marie di
Giorgio, a Norwegian corporation of Christiania, Norway; and

H. R.4168. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to pun-
ish the unlawful breaking of seals of railroad cars containing
interstate or foreign shipment, the unlawful entering of such
cars, the stealing of freight and express packages or baggage
or articles in process of transportation in interstate shipment,
and the felonious asportation of such freight or express pack-
ages or baggage or articles therefrom into another district
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